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programs are not supported by the majority
of the people of the United States.

Why, then, is it important to change the
leadership in Congress and put Republicans
in charge of the committees? Because while
Democratic chairmen in both the House
and Senate may vote against the President,
they must and do, report his legislation out
of committee. Therefore, we never get the
opportunity to vote for proper legislation.
Republican chairmen of committees, on the
contrary, would report out the correct, con-
structive legislation to meet the challenge
of this day, at home and abroad, so all Mem-~
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bers of Congress could vote in favor of pro-
posals which would move the country ahead
instead of being forced, as we now are, to
vote conslstently against administration-
sponsored measures almost solely designed to
move this country into the “democratic so-
clalism” advocated by Arthur Schlesinger,
Jr., one of the White House advisers. (Yes,
being negative or positive depends on what
you're for and against.)

As Representative of the Fifth District of
Texas I will not sit idly by while the two
faces of danger—misrepresentation and mis-
understanding—force us closer and closer to
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the ADA-soclialistic programs and the end
of our free competitive system, It will con-
tinue to be my constant endeavor to fight
for what I believe is the goal of the people of
the Fifth District of Texas, the strengthening
and expansion of the free enterprise system
with all its guarantees of lberty for the in-
dividual, its promise of reward for those who
are willing to work and risk for the oppor-

tunity to get ahead, the system which is, in

truth, our American heritage and which has
given a richer, fuller, more abundant life to
more people than any other system ever de-
vised by man.

SENATE

Tuespay, Aveust 21, 1962

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m.,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, God, without Thee, Thy
life, Thy light, Thy love, our own hearts
are deceitful above all things and des-
perately wicked. In our generation our
shuddering souls have peered into pits
of human horror which but reveal the
awful depths to which man may fall
when he turns utterly from Thee.

Unless we find Thee, and art found of
Thee, the laws of Thy physical universe
break our mortal life and the laws of
Thy moral order make mockery of our
futile rebellion.

Breathe now Thy peace on hearts that
pray—the peace that comes only when
our jarring discords are tuned to the
music of Thy will; then, as heralds of
Thy love, send us forth across all bar-
riers of race and creed, bearing to yearn-
ing hearts, as a holy sacrament, the
bread of human kindness and the red
wine of willing sacrifice.

In the Redeemer’s name we ask it.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. HompHREY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
August 20, 1962, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR
On request of Mr. HumpPHREY, and
by unanimous consent, statements dur-
ing the morning hour were ordered lim-
ited to 3 minutes.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, be permitted to sit during the ses-
sion of the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

OBJECTION TO MEETING OF FOR-
EIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE
DURING SENATE SESSIONS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Oregon will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee have consent of the
Senate to sit at this moment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will check on that; the information is
not available at the desk at the moment.

Mr. MORSE. While the Chair is
checking on it, I should like to take 3
minutes, in the morning hour, to discuss
it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the
Chair respond to the Senator's inquiry:
The Parliamentarian informs the Chair
that there is no information to the effect
that the Foreign Relations Committee
does have permission to sit today while
the Senate is in session.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want
the Recorp to show that I object to the
Foreign Relations Committee’s sitting
while the Senate is in session.

Mr. President, speaking on the objec-
tion——

The VICE PRESIDENT. To what is
the Senator from Oregon objecting now?

Mr. MORSE. I want the REcorp to
show that I object to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee’s sitting at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Has any
such request been made?

Mr, MORSE., I have just come from
the Foreign Relations Committee hear-
ing; and I want the Recorp to show that
if the committee is sitting, I object.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry, if the Senator
from Oregon will yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course, it is un-
derstood that until 11 o'clock the com-
mittee had its regular right to sit.

Mr. MORSE., Oh, yes; and I sat with
the committee until 10:46. Then I came
to the floor to object to any meeting of
the committee after the Senate con-
vened.

Mr. President, there is pending before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
a series of bills, requested by the State
Department, which would result in the
expenditure of a considerable amount
of U.S. dollars abroad, in connection
with the construction of chanceries and
embasssies and the purchase of real
estate. Before the committee this morn-
ing I took the position that in my judg-
ment all those matters should go over
until January, until a reappraisal can be
made of the entire matter of the ex-
penditure of American funds abroad.

When I think of the slum-clearance
problem confronting the country, when
I think of the hovels in which a great
many Americans in the low-income
brackets have to live, and when I think
of the other domestic needs of our own
people at this very serious time in our
economic situation, I do not propose, as
a member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, to participate in a “rush” aet in
the closing days of the session—to rush
through the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, preparatory to rushing through the
Senate, these bills which involve the
authorization of the expenditure of mil-
lions of our dollars abroad.

I believe the brake must be put on;
and I shall do everything I can to put
on the brake, so as to prevent the au-
thorization of such expenditures of mil-
lions of our dollars abroad in the dying
days of this session of Congress.

Furthermore, we had better take a
long look at our economy, because I have
said many times that our economy is
the greatest defense weapon we have.

When I sit in the Foreign Relations
Committee, as I did this morning, and
am told by representatives of the State
Department that France is building an
embassy here, that Great Britain is
building an embassy there, and that
some other country is building an em-
bassy somewhere else—as if that were
sufficient justification for the expendi-
ture of millions of our dollars on the
proposed building program—I say that
I reject that argument. The argument
that we have to “keep up with the
Joneses” does not appeal to me, when
I know the economic situation which ex-
ists in our own country.

When people in the low-income
brackets cannot have a tax relief pro-
gram now, but have to rely on the Pres-
ident’s promise that perhaps at the next
session of Congress there may be a tax-
reduction program, but we do not know
what it will consist of, I am one Sen-
ator who will not vote for another ex-
penditure of our funds abroad at this
time. Unless it can be demonstrated
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that such an expenditure is an emer-
gency matter now, I shall oppose action
on these bills until next January when
full consideration can be given to them.

When I consider the number of Amer-
ican businessmen who are working, in
effect, for the Government, at a 52 per-
cent corporate tax base, when it should
be reduced now, not next year, I do not
propose to sit in the Foreign Relations
Committee and vote in favor of bills
which would authorize the expenditure
of millions of our dollars abroad, until
we take a long look now at our own
economy, As I said at the meeting of
the Foreign Relations Committee, I am
in favor of returning home now, and not
approving in the committee at this ses-
sion of Congress and not having the
Senate take up now bills which can well
wait until January.

So I wish to make perfectly clear that
in the committee I shall object to the
approval of bills which call for the au-
thorization of the expenditure of such
funds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EL-
LENDER in the chair). The time avail-
able to the Senator from Oregon, under
the 3-minute limitation, has expired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
merely take a second to hail the con-
version of my distinguished friend, the
Senator from Oregon, to the conserva-
tive course.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr, MORSE. I am afraid the Senator
from Illinois does not know who the
convert is. I am glad to have him on
my side of the aisle for once. I have
stood for tax reform since 1947.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Oregon is the convert.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let
me assure both the minority leader and
the Senator from Oregon that any bill
which comes from the Foreign Relations
Committee will first have to be cleared
by the policy committee for action on
the floor of the Senate; and I do not
believe that clearance is going to be quite
as quick as some might expect.

I think the Senator from Oregon has
made a very valid point, this morning, in
reference to expenditures for new facil-
ities in various parts of the world; and
I wish to assure the Senator that as one
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, I am very sympathetic with his
. remarks.

REPORT ENTITLED “JUVENILE DE-
LINQUENCY"”—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 1903)

Mr, DODD, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, pursuant to Senate Res-
olution 408, 87th Congress, 1st session,
as extended, submitted a report entitled
“Juvenile Delinquency,” which was or-
dered to be printed.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEE ON COMMERCE

Mr.. MAGNUSON. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Commerce, I re-
port favorably 484 nominations for per-
manent appointment and promotion in
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the Coast and Geodetic Survey and the
Coast Guard in the grade of captain
and below. All of these names have al-
ready appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. In order to save the expense
of printing them on the Executive Calen-
dar, I ask unanimous consent that they
be ordered to lie on the Secretary’s desk
for the information of any Senator.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The nominations are as follows:

Fair J. Bryant, and sundry other persons
for permanent appointment in the Coast
and Geodetic Survey; and

Harold D. Seielstad, and sundry other per-
sons for appointment in the U.S. Coast
Guard.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CASE:

5.3658. A bill to amend certain provisions
of the Antidumping Act, 1921, to provide for
greater certainty, speed, and efficiency in the
enforcement thereof, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. Case when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. FULBRIGHT:

5.3659. A bill to amend section 5 of the
Federal Alcohol Administration Act, as
amended, to provide a definition of the term
“age" as used in the labeling and advertising
of whisky; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. RANDOLPH:

5. 3660. A bill to extend the apportion-
ment requirement in the Civil Service Act
of January 16, 1883, to temporary summer
employment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HARTEKE:

S5.3661. A bill for the relief of St
Joseph’s Hospital; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

RESOLUTION

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXXIV, REL-
ATIVE TO THE REPORTING OF
PROCEEDINGS OF THE SENATE BY
RADIO OR TELEVISION

Mr, JAVITS (for himself and Mr.
Morse) submitted a resolution (S. Res.
378) to amend rule XXXIV relative to
the reporting of proceedings of the Sen-
ate by radio or television, which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. Javirs, which
appears under a separate heading.)

L ———

AMENDMENT OF CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS OF THE ANTIDUMPING ACT

Mr, CASE. Mr. President, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to
amend certain provisions of the Anti-
dumping Act of 1921, to provide for
greater certainty, speed, and efficiency
in its enforcement, and for other pur-
poses.

I hope that this legislation will be
considered, together with other bills to
amend the Antidumping Act now before
the Senate Finance Committee, either
as separate legislation or as possible
amendments to H.R. 11970, the proposed
Trade Expansion Act of 1962.
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I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to have included in the body of the
Recorp at this point the full text of the
bill and a summary of the purposes of
this bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill and sum-
mary will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 3658) to amend certain
provisions of the Antidumping Aet, 1921,
to provide for greater certainty, speed,
and efficiency in the enforcement there-
of, and for other purposes, introduced
by Mr. Case, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorbp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 201 (a) of the Antidumping Act,
1921 (19 U.S.C. 160 (a)), is amended—

(1) by deleting the words *he shall so
advise” in the first sentence and ‘.lnsertlng
in lleu thereof “he shall promptly so ad-
vise';

(2) by deleting the words “whether an in-
dustry in the United States is being or is
likely to be injured, or is prevented from
being established, by reason of the importa-
tlon” in the first sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof “whether an Industry in the
United States, or any portion thereof pro-
ducing like or competitive products, is being
or is likely to be injured or is threatened
by injury, or is prevented from being estab-

1ished, by reason, in whole or in part, of the

importation™;

(3) by inserting between the first and sec-
ond sentences the following new sentence:
“The Secretary shall make his determination
under the preceding sentence (or shall make
a determination that the merchandise in-
volved is not being and is not likely to be
sold in the United States or elsewhere at less
than its fair value), from the information
then available to him, within three months

from the date on which the question of

dumping is first raised by or presented to him
or any person to whom authority under this
section has been delegated.”; and

(4) by deleting the words “the Secretary
shall make public a notice” in the second
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof *“the
Secretary shall immediately make public a
notice’.

{(b) Section 201(b) of such Act is amended
by deleting the words “and shall authorize”
and inserting in lieu thereof “and shall im-
mediately direct”.

(c) Section 202(a) of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: “Levy, collection, and payment
of such special dumping duty shall be or-
dered no later than thirty days from the date
on which the finding as provided for in sec-
tion 201 is made public.”

(d) Section 202(b)(1) of such Act is
amended by deleting the words *“the fact
that” and inserting in lleu thereof “differ-
ences in the cost of manufacture, sale, or
delivery resulting from the fact that”.

(e) Section 202(c)(1) of such Aect is
amended by deleting the words “the fact
that” and inserting in lieu thereof “differ-
ences in the cost of manufacture, sale or de-
livery resulting from the fact that”.

SEc. 2. The Antidumping Act, 1921, is fur-
ther amended by renumbering sections 208
through 213 as sections 211 through 2186, re-
spectively, and by inserting after section 207
the following new sections:

“SEc. 208. (a) In the case of any imported
merchandise, - irrespective of whether such
merchandise is the subject of any proceed-
ing, determination or finding under section
201 hereof, any person desiring to export
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such merchandise to, or import such mer-
chandise into, the United States shall be re-
quired to present evidence satisfactory to the
collector at the port or ports of entry, that
the exporter's sales price or the purchase
price of such merchandise 1s not less than
its fair market value (or, in the absence of
such wvalue, than its constructed value).
Unless the evidence so presented is sufficlent
to afford the collector reasonable grounds to
believe that the merchandise will not be sold
in the United States or elsewhere at less than
its fair value, he shall withhold appraisement
and delivery as to all such merchandise, and
the Secretary shall thereupon immediately
proceed to make the determination provided
in section 201(a) hereof.

“(b) In the case of any imported merchan-
dise as to which the collector shall deem
sufficlent the evidence required under sub-
section (a) of this section, irrespective of
whether such merchandise is the subject of
any proceeding, determination or finding un-
der section 201 hereof, unless the person ex-
porting such merchandise to, or importing
such merchandise into, the United States
shall have declared under oath before the
collector at the time of entry, under regula-
tions to be prescribed by the Secretary, that
to the best of his knowledge and belief the
exporter's sales price, or the purchase price,
of such merchandise is not less than its for-
elgn market value (or, in the absence of such
value, than its constructed value), it shall be
unlawful for the collector to permit entry
of the merchandise into the United States.

“{c) Whenever, in the case of any im-
ported merchandise as to which the Secre-

has reason to belleve or suspect, as pro-
vided in section 201(b), that the purchase
price is less, or that the exporter’s sales price
is less or likely to be less, than the foreign
market value (or, in the absence of such
value, than the constructed value) of the
merchandise, the person exporting such mer-
chandise to, or importing such merchandise
into, the United States shall be required by
the Becretary, under regulations to be pre-
scribed by him, to submit appropriate evi-
dence of its foreign market value (or, in the
_absence of such value, its constructed value).
Buch evidence shall be in addition to the
evidence required to be submitted under
subsection (a) of this section. If for any
reason the Secretary is not satisfied that such
person has exercised reasonable diligence in
seeking to comply with the requirements of
this subsection, he may consider this fact
in arriving at his determination under sec-
tion 201(a) hereof.

“SEc, 200. If the Becretary shall find, as
provided in section 201 hereof, that any class
or kind of imported merchandise is being or
is likely to be sold in the United States or
elsewhere at less than its fair value, the per-
son exporting such merchandise to, or im-
porting such merchandise into, the United
States pursuant to the declaration required
by section 208 hereof, shall be liable to a
penalty, which shall not be less than 20
percent of, and shall not exceed, the fair
value of the merchandise as found by the
Secretary under section 201. Such penalty
shall be independent of, and In addition to,
any special dumping duty which may be im-
posed under section 202. Payment of such
penalty shall be a condition precedent to
any further exportation of merchandise to,
or importation of merchandise into, the
United States by the person subject to the
penalty.

“Sec. 210. The special dumping duty re-
quired by sectlon 202 hereof shall be ap-
plicable in all cases In which the Secretary
shall have made a finding as provided in
section 201, irrespective of whether the
merchandise which is the subject of such
finding has been imported or is sought to
be imported without payment of duty sub-
Jject to the provision of title 10, United States
Code, section 2383."
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Sec. 3. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b) of this section, the amendments
made by this Act shall apply with respect
to all merchandise as to which no appralse-
ment report has been made on or before the
date of the enactment of this Act: Provided,
That with respect to such merchandise as to
which, on or before such date, the question
of dumping shall have been raised by or
presented to the Secretary of the Treasury
or any person to whom authority under sec-
tion 201 of thé Antidumping Act, 1821, has
been delegated, the Secretary shall deter-
mine within three months from the date of
the enactment of this Act whether the mer-
chandise is belng, or 1s likely to be, sold In
the United States or elsewhere at less than
its fair value.

(b) Notwithstanding the provislons of
subsection (a) of this section, the amend-
ments made by this Act shall not apply to
any merchandise as to which no appraise-
ment report has been made on or before the
date of the enactment of this Act, if such
merchandise—

(1) was exported from the country of ex-
portation before the date of the enactment
of this Act, and

(2) is subject to a finding under the
Antidumping Act, 1921, which (A) is out-
standing on the date of the enactment of
this Act, or (B) was revoked on or before the
date of the enactment of this Act but is still
applicable to such merchandise.

The summary presented by Mr. CasE,
is as follows:
Svmmary oF Purroses oF BiLn

1. The bill seeks to expedite enforcement
of the act by establishing time limits within
which the varlous procedures provided there-
in must be completed. Thus, language has
been added requiring the Secretary of the
Treasury to determine, within 90 days from
the date when the question is first raised,
whether forelgn merchandise is being or is
likely to be sold in the United States or
elsewhere at less than fair value (sec. 1(a)
(3)). Similarly, if the Secretary finds that
the merchandise is being sold at less than
fair value, he is required to act promptly In
referring the matter to the Tariff Commis-
sion for a determination of possible injury
to domestic industries (sec. 1(a) (1)) and,
if the Tariff Commission determines In the
affirmative, in making public his finding that
dumping has occurred (sec. 1(a)(4)). The
bill would also amend the present statutory
language to make clear that, if the Secretary
has reason to believe that sales of imported
merchandise may be occurring at less than
fair value, appraisement is required to be
withheld (sec. 1(b)). In every case in which
the Secretary finds that dumping has oc-
curred, the speclal dumping duty shall be
imposed within 80 days following the date of
such finding (sec. 1(c)).

2. The bill seeks to modify the criterla by
which the Tariff Commission is to determine
whether sales of imported merchandise at
less than fair value cause or threaten injury
to a domestic industry, In order to assist in
insuring that relief will be available in all
instances in which dumping practices have
an injurious domestic impact (sec. 1(a) (2)).

3. In recognition of the fact that the for-
elgn exporter, or the U.S. importer, is fre-
quently the only party having access to
information respecting prices (or, where nec-
essary, costs) in the country of origin of the
merchandise or in third countries, the bill
would require any such person to provide,
as a condition precedent to the entry of the
merchandise into the United States, at least
prima facie evidence that the exporter’'s sales
price, or the purchase price, of the mer-
chandise is not less than its falr market
value, or constructed value (proposed sec.
208(a), contained in sec. 2(a) of the at-
tached bill). The information required by
this provision is intended to be more de-
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tailed than that provided for in the present
speclal customs invoice form.,

4. The bill would require that the foreign
exporter, or U.S. importer, certify with
each shipment, as a condition precedent
to the entry of the merchandise into the
United States, that the merchandise will not
be sold at less than falr value (proposed sec.
208(b), contained in seec. 2(a) of the at-
tached bill).

5. For the reasons stated in point (3)
above, the bill would require that, in any
case in which the Secretary of the Treasury
has reason to belleve that sales of imported
merchandise may be occurring at less than
fair value, the foreign exporter, or U.S. im-
porter, of such merchandise shall be re-
quired to submit further evidence of its
foreign market value or constructed value.
This evidence is to be in addition to that
required to establish a prima facle case as
provided in the proposed section 208(a).
Failure or refusal to submit such evidence
may be weighed by the Secretary in deter-
mining whether the merchandise is being or
is likely to be sold at less than fair value
(proposed sec. 208(c¢), contained in sec. 2(a)
of the attached bill).

6. In order to give effect to the certifica-
tion required by the proposed section
208(b), the bill would impose & penalty upon
the foreign exporter, or U.S. importer, if the
Becretary of the Treasury should subse-
gquently determine that the merchandise
with respect to which the certification was
given is being or is likely to be sold at less
than its fair value. The penalty, which may
range from 20 to 100 percent of the fair
value of the merchandise as found by the
Secretary, 1s to be in addition to any special
dumping duty that may be imposed under
section 202 of the act. No further merchan-
dise is to be exported to, or Imported into,
the United States by the party subject to
the penalty until it is paid in full (proposed
sec. 209, contalned in sec. 2(b) of the at-
tached bill).

7. The bill would amend the act to demon-
strate a clear legislative intent that it be
equally applicable irrespective of whether the
foreign merchandise is exported to, or im-
ported into, the United States subject to the
duty-free provision of title 10, United States
Code, section 2383 (proposed sec. 210, con-
talned in sec. 2(c) of the attached bill).

EXPERIMENTAL COVERAGE BY RA-
DIO AND TELEVISION OF SE-
LECTED SENATE SESSIONS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I am fo-
day submitting a resolution, which I
send to the desk for appropriate refer-
ence, and which I hope will interest my
colleagues. The resolution would give to
the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration authority to determine the
times and conditions under which tele-
vision and radio broadcasters would be
permitted to cover the Senate
proceedings.

Mr. President, I first started this in
the House of Representatives in 1951.
It seems to me that developments since
that time have very clearly indicated
that we are very much behind the times
as to allowing direct reporting by tele-
vision and radio of certain key pro-
ceedings in the Senate of the United
States. For example, Mr. President, I
ask Senators to think of what the whole
Nation would have done in terms of in-
terest and of becoming more interested
in how we operate if the people. could
have heard something of the debate and

-the key rollcall vote on cloture in respect

to the communications satellite bill.
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Mr. President, the same is true of the
bill for medical care of the aged, on the
motion to table and the so-called “tense
rollcall vote,” as to which the people
had to take the word of the newspapers,
which are great. Everybody knows that
more newspapers will be read if people
are more interested, and the way to get
them interested is to show what goes on
in the Senate.

Mr. President, we are now televising
committee hearings, so that any basic
objection to the idea of putting Senate
proceedings on television should be an-
swered by that precedent.

Mr. President, we all know that the
United Nations debates have been for a
long time televised, and with great ad-
vantage to the United Nations and great
advantage to understanding by the peo-
ple of the United States.

Mr. President, we just broke a prece-
dent of 35 years by voting cloture at
long last in the Senate. It seems to me
that rather than to extend debate, tele-
vision and radio broadcasts of key pro-
ceedings very likely would contract de-
bate, because people can get quite bored
and begin to question whether we know
what we are doing if we do not stick to
the point.

Mr. President, the success of television
coverage of United Nations debates, the
established and generally successful
practice of televising selected congres-
sional committee investigating sessions,
and the recent breakthroughs in televis-
ing of legislative proceedings in certain
of the States suggest that direct radio

- and television coverage of selected Sen-
ate sessions may well be in the public
interest. It should at least be tried on
an experimental basis.

I personally favor the broadest pos-
sible coverage of vital Senate proceed-
ings. I believe it would have a beneficial
effect on the legislative process. Bring-
ing Congress closer to the people can
only result in a more informed citizenry
and a more responsive legislature. Prime
examples are some of the debates and
the tense votes on the communications
satellite bill and on medical care for the
aging in the Senate. The whole Nation
should have had the opportunity to see
and hear these debates and rollcalls.
And also, there would be no need to seek
to dramatize an issue to the Nation by
extended debates. Television would
dramatize the issue in a matter of days.

My resolution would amend rule
XXXIV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, which permits the Senate Rules
and Administration Committee to make
rules and regulations regarding use of
the Senate wing of the Capitol, by in-
serting this new sentence:

SBuch regulations shall make appropriate
provisions for reporting of proceedings of
the Senate by radio or television at such
times and under such conditions as may be
speclﬂed in such ragulat.lon.s or by resolu-
tion of the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration from time to time.

In 1960 and 1961 legislative proceed-
ings were opened successfully to televi-
sion cameras in Arizona, Idaho, Kansas,
Oklahoma, Michigan and Massachusetts.
In many other States, legislative com-
mittee hearings and even some judicial
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proceedings were also televised success-
fully in recent months.

For all those reasons, Mr. President,
I think the Senate ought to catch up
with the times and, in selected cases,
when it is appropriate in the judgment
of the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, permit the proceedings to be
covered not only by the distinguished
and most able services of the members
of the press gallery but also by the radio
broadcasts and television cameras them-
selves, so that we may come “live” to
the people of the United States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be received and appropriately
referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 378) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

Resolved, That (a) the second paragraph
of rule XXXIV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate is amended by inserting therein, im-
mediately after the first sentence thereof,
the following new sentence: “Such regula-
tions shall make appropriate provision for
the reporting of proceedings of the Senate
by radio or television at such times and
under such conditions as may be specified
in such regulations or by resolution of the
Committee from time to time.”

(b) The second sentence of the second
paragraph of rule XXXIV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate is amended by insert-
ing therein, immediately after the words
“radio, wire, wireless”, the term “‘television,”.

Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mad-
am President, I am very much honored
that the Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morse] should join with me in the spon-
sorship of the resolution relating to tele-
vision, which I submitted this morning.

DRUG INDUSTRY ANTITRUST ACT—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. KEFAUVER (for himself, Mr.
Hart, and Mr. Doop) submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to the bill (S. 1552) to
amend and supplement the antitrust
laws with respect to the manufacture
and distribution of drugs, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

Mr. EEFAUVER (for himself, Mr.
CarroLL, Mr. Hart, Mr. Dopop, and Mr.
CrLark) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, to
Senate bill 1552, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

REVENUE ACT OF 1962—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
submit an amendment to kill the in-
vestment credit section of the tax bill,
H.R. 10650. The investment credit is the
one significant tax cut proposed in the
pending tax bill. It represents a revenue
loss of more than a billion dollars when
the budget is already sure to be seriously
unbalanced next year.

Although the proposal would represent
a billion-dollar windfall for business,
many business leaders actually testified
against it, as an unwanted subsidy.

Indeed a comprehensive MecGraw-Hill
survey of business earlier this year and
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a later study by the Wall Street Journal
showed that this new loophole would
stimulate almost no additional invest-
ment.

The recent Joint Economic Committee
hearings have developed abundant evi-
dence that the additional funds this pro-
posal is designed to provide for business
investment will not stimulate that in-
vestment.

Every witness, including Treasury Sec-
retary Dillon, the chief proponent of the
investment credit, admitted that there
is no lack of funds to finance expansion
of plant and equipment by business firms.
Cash flows to businesses are at an all-
time high relative to spending on plant
and equipmeni—the very kind the in-
vestment credit is supposed to help
finance.

As I pointed out when I appeared in
opposition to this feature before the Sen-
ate Finance Committee, the investment
credit will not work, it is unfair to other
taxpayers, it aggravates the business
cycle, and it would result in a huge reve-
nue loss to the Treasury.

I hope that the Senate will reject it
and thus clear the deck for the overall
tax reform which I hope will be enacted
next year.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and lie on
the table.

CORRECTIONS IN ENGROSSMENT
OF AMENDMENTS TO CERTAIN
BILLS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in the
engrossment of the amendments to the
bills H.R. 10431, H.R. 10432, H.R. 10433,
and H.R. 10931, I ask unanimous consent
that the Secretary of the Senate be au-
thorized to make such corrections in re-
gard to typographical, clerical, and
printing errors as may appear in these
bills.

H.R. 10431, to revise, codify, and enact
title 37 of the United States Code, en-
titled “Pay and Allowances of the Uni-
formed Services.”

H.R. 10432, to amend title 39, United
States Code, to codify certain recent
public laws relating to the postal service
and to improve the code.

H.R. 10433, to amend title 10, United
States Code, to codify recent military
laws, and to improve the code.

H.R. 10931, to revise and codify the
general and permanent laws relating to
and in force in the Canal Zone, and to
enact the Canal Zone code.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the following bills of the
Senate, severally with an amendment,
in which it reqnested the concurrence of
the Senate:

8.273. An act for the relief of Hratch
Samuel Arukian;

S.981. An act to extend certain authority
of the Secretary of the Interior exercised
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through the Geological Survey of the Depart- -

ment of the Interior, to areas outside the
national domain;

S.1208. An act to amend Public Law 86—
506, 86th Congress (74 Stat. 199), approved
June 11, 1960;

£5.2399. An act to provide for the estab-

lishment of the Frederick Douglass home as -

a part of the park system in the National
Capital, and for other purposes;

S5.2916. An act to change the names of the
Edison Home National Historic Site and the
Edison Laboratory Natlonal Monument, to
authorize the acceptance of donations, and
for other purposes; and

8.8112. An act to add certain lands to the
Pike National Forest in Colorado and the
Carson National Forest and the Santa Fe
National Forest in New Mexico, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills of
the Senate, severally with amendments,
in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate:

8.538. An act to amend section 205 of the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949 to empower certain officers
and employees of the General Services Ad-
ministration to administer oaths to wit=
nesses;

8.901. An act to advance the marine
sclences, to establish a comprehensive 10-year
program of oceanographic research and sur-
veys, to promote commerce and navigation,
to secure the national defense, to expand
ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources, to
authorize the construction of research and
survey ships and laboratory facilities, to ex-
pedite oceanographic instrumentation, to
assure systematic studies of effects of radio-
active materials in marine environments, to
enhance the public health and general wel-
fare, and for other purposes;

5.2876. An act to extend the authority
to insure mortgages under sections 809 and
810 of the National Housing Act, and to
extend the coverage of section 810 to include
persons employed at or in connection with
an installation of the Natlonal Aeronautles
and Space Administration or the Atomiec
Energy Commission; and

B.2073. An act to revise the boundaries
of Capulin Mountain National Monument,
N. Mex., to authorize acquisition of lands
therein, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 86) favoring the
suspension of deportation of certain
aliens, with amendments, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R.297. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to prohibit the award
of contracts by the United States to certain
persons;

H.R.1681. An act for the rellef of Gabriel
Chehebar, his wife, Marcelle Levy Chehebar,
and their minor children, Albert, Zakia, Zaki,
Jacques, and Joseph Chehebar;

H.R. 1696. An act for the relief of the Out-
let Stores, Inc.;

HR.2796. An act to provide for the re-
newal of certain municipal, domestic, and
Industrial water supply contracts entered
into under the Reclamation Project Act of
1939, and for other purposes;

H.R.3529. An act to amend the act of June
25, 1910 (36 Stat. 857; 25 U.S.C. 406, 407),
with respect to the sale of Indian timber;

HR. 4800. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Marjorie Curtis;
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H.R.5604. An act to amend the acts of
May 21, 1926, and January 25, 1927, relating
to the construction of certain bridges across
the Delaware River, so as to authorize the
use of certain funds acquired by the owners
of such bridges for purposes not directly re-
lated to the maintenance and operation of
such bridges and their approaches;

H.R. 6190. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide for the repair
or replacement for veterans of certain pros-
thetic or other appliances damaged or de-
stroyed as a result of certain accidents;

H.R.T7781. An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to convey by
gquitclaim deed a parcel of land in Prince
Georges County, Md., to the Silver Hill Vol-
untary Fire Department and Rescue Squad,

HR.9128. An act for the relief of Sgt.
Ernest I. Agullar;

HR.9450. An act to amend section 2733
of title 10, United States Code, to authorize
the Secretaries of the military departments
and the Secretary of Defense to settle cer-
tain clalms in the amount of #$10,000 or
less;

H.R. 9473. An act for the relief of Eenneth
F, Miller;

H.R.9587. An act for the rellef of An-
thony E. O’Sorlo;

H.R.9590. An act for the relief of Lt. Col.
Edward Hirsch;

H.R.9737. An act to amend section 641 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
deductions shall not be made from Federal
payments to a State home because of
amounts collected from the estates of de-
ceased veterans and used for recreational or
other purposes not required by State laws;

H.R.9747. An act to amend section 514(1)
of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act
of 1940, as amended;

H.R.9775. An act for the relief of Nihat
All Ucuncu;

H.R.9832. An act for the relief of Jack
Shandler;

HR.9914. An act for the rellef of San-
Man Inn of Manning, Inc.;

H.R.9957, An act to amend section 7 of
the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as
amended (72 Stat. 1274; 5 U.S.C. 73b-3), re-
lating to travel expenses of civillan officers
and employees assigned to duty posts out-
side the continental United States;

H.R. 10111, An act for the relief of Marvin
M. Greenlee;

H.R.10134. An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to convey
certain land in Prince Georges County, Md.,,
to the American National Red Cross;

H.R.10160. An act for the relief of Mrs.
A. R. Lendian;

H.R.10415. An act for the rellef of Earl
T. Briley;

H.R.11164. An act to approve an amenda-
tory repayment contract negotiated with the
Quincy Columbia Basin Irrigation District,
authorize similar contracts with any of the
Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts, and to
amend the -Columbia Basin Project Act of
1943 (57 Stat. 14), as amended, and for other
purposes;

HR.11266. An act to amend the act of
March 8, 1922, as amended, to extend its
provisions to the townsite laws applicable in

- the State of Alaska;

H.R.11388. An act for the relief of Maurice
Casner and Elleen G. Casner;

H.R. 11866. An act for the relief of Kim
Chung Shin (Mary Rathbun);

H.R. 11543. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
adjacent to the Sultland Parkway in Prince
Georges County, Md., to Suitland Lodge No.
1856, Loyal Order of Moose;

HR.11551. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
in the State of Maryland to the Holy Cross
Lutheran Church, Greenbelt, Md,, and for
other purposes;
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H.R.11504. An act to extend for 2 years
the period for which payments in Heu of
taxes may be made with respect to certain
real property transferred by the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation and its subsidiaries
to other Government departments;

H.R. 11728, An act to amend section 1208
(a) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to au-
thorize Investment of the war risk insurance
fund in securities of, or guaranteed by, the
United States;

H.R. 11887. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of all right, title, and interest of the
United States reserved or retained in certain
lands heretofore conveyed to the city of El
Paso, Tex.;

H.R.11899. An act to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative SBervices Act of
1949, as amended, to provide for a Federal
telecommunications fund;

H.R.12024. An act for the relief of Li-
brande P. Caltagirone;

H.R. 12090. An act for the rellef of James
Comeau;

H.R.12164. An act to provide for the es-
tablishment of the Fort St. Marks National
Historic Site;

H.R. 12416. An act to authorize the sale,
without regard to the 6-month walting pe-
riod prescribed, of chestnut extract proposed
to be disposed of pursuant to the Strategic
and Critical Materials Stock Plling Act;

H.R.12459. An act to provide for the
rellef of certain enlisted members of the
Coast Guard;

H.R.12589. An act to amend the Smith-
Lever Act of May 8, 1914, as amended; and

H.R.12701. An act for the rellef of Cata-
lina Properties, Inc.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to a concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res, 509) providing
the express approval of the Congress,
pursuant to section 3(e) of the Strategic
and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act
(60 U.S.C. 98b(e)), for the disposition of
certain materials from the national
stockpile, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate,

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR
PLACED ON CALENDAR

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred or
placed on the calendar, as indicated:

H.R. 207. An act to amend title 88 of the
United States Code to prohibit the award of
contracts by the United States to certain

persons;

H.R. 6190. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide for the repair
or replacement for veterans of certain pros-
thetlc or other appliances damaged or de-
stroyed as a result of certain accidents;

H.R. 9737. An act to amend sectlion 641 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
deductions shall not be made from Federal
payments to a State home because of
amounts collected from the estates of de-
ceased veterans and used for recreational or
other purposes not required by State laws;
and

H.R.9747. An act to amencl section 514(1)
of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act
of 1940, asg amended; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare,

H.R.1681. An act for the relief of Gabriel

"Chehebar, his wife, Marcelle Levy Chehebar,

and their minor chﬂdren. Albert, Zakla, Zaki,
Jacques, and Joseph Chehebar;
H.R. 1696. An act for the relief of the Out-

"let Stores, Inc.;

H.R. 4800, An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Marjorie Curtis;

HR.9128. An act for the rellef of Bst
Ernest I. Agullar;
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H.R.9459. An act to amend section 2733
of title 10, United States Code, to authorize
the Secretaries of the military departments
and the Secretary of Defense to settle certain
claims in the amount of $10,000 or less;

H.R.9473. An act for the relief of Kenneth
F, Miller;

H.R. 9587. An act for the relief of Anthony
E. O'Sorio;

H.R.9590. An act for the relief of Lt. Col.
Edward Hirsch;

H.R.9776. An act for the rellef of Nihat
All Ueuncu;

H.R.9832. An act for the relief of Jack
SBhandler;

H.R.10111. An act for the relief of Marvin
M. Greenlee;

H.R. 10160. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
A, R. Lendian;

H.R. 10415. An act for the rellef of Earl
T. Briley;

H.R. 11388. An act for the relief of Maurice
Casner and Eileen G. Casner;

H.R.11866. An act for the relief of EKim
Chung Shin (Mary Rathbun);

H.R. 12024, An act for the rellef of Librande
P. Caltagirone;

H.R. 12090. An act for the relief of James
Comeau;

H.R. 12459. An act to provide for the relief
of certain enlisted members of the Coast
Guard; and

H.R. 12701. An act for the relief of Catalina
Properties, Inc.; to the Committee on the
Judleiary.

H.R.2796. An act to provide for the re-
newal of certaln municipal, domestic, and
industrial water supply contracts entered
into under the Reclamation Project Act of
1939, and for other purposes;

HR.35629. An act to amend the act of
June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 857; 256 U.S.C. 408,
407), with respect to the sale of Indlan
timber;

HR. 11164. An act to approve an amenda-
tory repayment contract negotiated with the
Quinecy Columbia Basin Irrigation District,
authorize similar contracts with any of the
Columbia Basin Irrigation Distriets, and to
amend the Columbia Basin Project Act of
1843 (57 Stat. 14), as amended, and for other
purposes; 3

HR.11266. An act to amend the act of
March 8, 1922, as amended, to extend its pro-
visions to the townsite laws applicable in the
Btate of Alaska;

H.R.11543. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
adjacent to the Suitland Parkway in Prince
Georges County, Md., to Suitland Lodge No.
1856, Loyal Order of Moose;

HR. 11551. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
in the State of Maryland to the Holy Cross
Lutheran Church, Greenbelt, Md., and for
other purposes; and

H.R.12164. An act to provide for the es-
tablishment of the Fort St. Marks National
Historle Site; to the Committee on Interlor
and Insular Affairs.

HR.5604. An act to amend the acts of
May 21, 1926, and January 25, 1927, relating
to the construction of certain bridges across
the Delaware River, so as to authorize the
use of certain funds acquired by the owners
of such bridges for purposes not directly re-
lated to the maintenance and operation of
such bridges and their approaches; to the
Committee on Public Works.

H.R.T7781. An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to convey
by quitclaim deed a parcel of land in Prince
Georges County, Md., to the Silver Hill Vol-
untary Fire Department and Rescue Squad:

HR.9957. An act to amend section 7 of
the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as
amended (72 Stat. 1274; 5 U.8.C. 73b-8), re-
lating to travel expenses of civilian officers
and employees assigned to duty posts out-
side the continental United States;
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HR.10134. An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to convey
certain land in Prince Georges County., Md.,
to the American National Red Cross;

H.R.11594. An act to extend for 2 years
the perlod for which payments in lleu of
taxes may be made with respect to certain
real property transferred by the Reconstruc-
tion PFinance Corporation and its subsid-
iarles to other Government departments;

and

H.R.11899. An act to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended, to provide for a Federal
telecommunications fund; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

H.R.9914. An act for the rellef of San-
Man Inn of Manning, Inc.; and

H.R.12589. An act to amend the Smith-
Lever Act of May 8, 1914, as amended; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

H.R.11728. An act to amend section 1208
(a) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1938, to
authorize investment of the war risk insur-
ance fund in securities of, or guaranteed by,
the United States; placed on the calendar.

H.R. 11887. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of all right, title, and interest of the
United States reserved or retained in certain
lands heretofore conveyed to the city of El
Paso, Tex.; and

H.R.12416. An act to authorize the sale,
without regard to the 6-month walting
period prescribed, of chestnut extract pro-
posed to be disposed of pursuant to the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act; to the Committee on Armed Services.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 509) providing the express approval
of the Congress, pursuant to section 3(e)
of the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b(e)), for
the disposition of certain materials from
the national stockpile, was referred to
the Committee on Armed Services, as
follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress
expressly approve, pursuant to section 3(e)
of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b(e) ), the disposals
of 12,245 long tons of chestnut tannin extract
from the national stockpile.

Sec. 2. All funds derived from the sale au-
thorized by this concurrent resolution shall
be deposited into the Treasury as miscel-
laneous receipts.

GOVERNMENT FINANCING
AND THE BANKS

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the Wash-
ington Post this morning editorially in-
quires that if private business can
finance through the banks, why not the
Government? The editorial points out
that when a business loan is made, the
borrower goes to the bank and gives his
note in exchange for a deposit which is
set up, thus creating the equivalent of
new cash.

So the editorial inquires, why cannot
the Government do that just as well?

The point of difference is really pay-
back. The private borrower goes to the
bank, his profit and loss account is care-
fully scrutinized, his balance sheet is
carefully examined, his credit is ap-
praised, and, if found satisfactory, the
loan is made. Of course, the banks do
not make long-term loans. Very little
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bank money is loaned for a period of more
than 5 years, but most of it has a very
short term. When a loan is made, the
time to pay back is firmly established;
and the borrower does pay it back.
Thus, the payback liquidates the in-
flationary force of making the loan.
Paybacks and new loans are being made
all the time; thus, one counterbalances
the other.

On the other hand, when Uncle Sam
comes in to borrow, the record shows that
he does not pay back; the new money is
created, and it stays in circulation.
This is why it is called printing-press
money; and that term is used in the
editorial, which I now ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp
at the conclusion of these remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ELLENDER in the chair),
jection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, there may
be occasions when the Government must
finance through the banking system; but
to make a practice of it would have a
highly destructive effect on Government
credit and a highly inflationary effect
upon the economy, thus injuring the
savers, the pensioners, and all those
living on fixed incomes, including the
preachers, teachers, civil servants, and
S0 on.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 21, 1962]
ExsiBrT I
FEDERAL RESERVE POLICIES; I

Few people are aware of the controversy
over monetary policy which at the moment
is still confined to the hearings of the Joint
Economic Committee, and even fewer under-
stand how its outcome can affect the future
course of the American economy.

The principal antagonists are Chalirman
William McC. Martin of the Board of Gover-
nors of the Federal Reserve System and four
Democratic members of the Joint Economic
Committee, Messrs. WRIGHT PaTMaAN, PauL H,
DougrAs, WiLriamM Proxmire, and HeNry 8.
Reuss. In the most recent hearings this
group, augmented by witnesses drawn from
university economics departments and
banks, has carrled on an animated discus-
slon that has touched upon every aspect of
monetary policy such as the relationship
between the growth of total output and the
growth of the money supply, the appropriate
level of interest rates, and the challenge
posed by our balance-of-payments defleits.
But none of the issues were so vigorously
debated as the role of the Federal Reserve
System in the financing of Federal budgetary
deficits. ;

The fiscal-monetary issue was jolned when
Mr, Martin declared that “such deficits as we
may experience, whether they are due to a
shortfall of receipts under the existing tax
structure, an increase in expenditures, or a
reduction in tax rates, should be met by
borrowing from the real savings of businesses
and Individuals, not through the creation
of money through the banking system.” This
strong reiteration of an earlier statement
places the FRS in direct conflict with the
aims of the administration, which is pledged
to tax reduction in 1963, for the purpose of
stimulating economic activity.

If Mr. Martin's views prevail, the efforts
to stimulate the economy by means of a
tax cut would be frustrated by tight money.
Tax reductions would place additional funds
in households and businesses, but they would
soon be withdrawn when the Treasury sold
bonds to the public In an effort to finance
the Federal deficit out of “real savings.”

(Mr.
Without ob-
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Moreover, the sale of Intermediate and
long-term Treasury bonds would raise in-
terest rates, thus depressing the volume of
investment while the loss of reserves would
diminish the ability of the commercial banks
to extend loans.

While Mr. Martin softened his position dur-
ing cross examination by explaining that he
would not require the financing of deficits
out of “real savings” on a “dollar-for-dollar
basis,” he nevertheless adhered to a view
which equates the financing of deficits by
other means with a resort to the use of
“printing press money.” That is a curious
position in view of the process by which
the bulk of the money supply is created
under a system of fractional reserve banking.
‘When a business obtains a loan, the bank
creates money by exchanging a promise to
repay for a checking account or demand-
deposit balance, and in that manner the
banking system as a whole can create a sup-
ply of checkbook money about six times
as large as the total reserves which are
deposited in the 12 Federal Reserve banks.

According to Mr. Martin, it is perfectly
proper for the banks to finance private in-
debtedness by creating money, but when
one suggests that public debt be handled
in the same manner he alludes to the dark
dangers of printing press money. Is he sug-
gesting that the banking system should dis-
criminate against Federal debt? It is of
course true that reckless use of the bank-
financed public debt would lead to inflation,
but the very same stricture may be placed
agalnst bank-financed private debt.

Few if any of Mr. Martin's critics are
wild-eyed proponents of inflation or fiscal
irresponsibility. They ask only that he co-
operate In executing the monetary aspects
of a compensatory economic policy or pro-
vide a more cogent rationale for his reluc-
tance to go along.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Connecticut discussed the
lead editorial in the Washington Post
of this morning. I read that editorial.
I thought it was an excellent editorial,
to the point, and sound. The fact is that
there are times when we should finance
our deficit through bank financing.
There are times when we should not.
There are periods when the times are
inflationary. There are periods when
the times are not inflationary. Now
there is a high degree of unemployment.
We are utilizing but 85 percent of our
industrial facilities. Under those cir-
cumstances it seems sensible to have a
moderate increase in the monetary sup-
ply. Thisis all the editorial in the Wash-
ington Post suggested. I think it makes
sense. I disagree with the position ex-
pressed so ably by the Senator from Con-
necticut.

TRADE SURPLUS RISES TO $5
BILLION RATE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that an article
from today’s Washington Post, pointing
out that the favorable balance of trade
has grown to $5 billion in the first half
of this year, be printed at this point in
the Recorp. This is a real accomplish-
ment.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

TRADE SURPLUS RIsSES TO $5 BILLION RATE
. Increased trade in manufactured
was the major factor contributing to record

" exports and imports in the first half of 1962,

the Commerce Department said yesterday,
according to the Associated Press.
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Exports of domestic merchandise reached
a peak annual rate of $20.9 billion in the
first 6 months of the year. This repre-
sented an increase of $700 million over the
rate for the last half of 1961.

Imports increased by $200 million to an
annual rate of $15.9 billion.

The gain Iin exports over imports was
equal to $5 blllion on an annual rate.

[Although the United States regularly en-
joys a surplus in foreign trade accounts, it
also suffers a chronic deficit in its balance of
international payments. This is because
loans and grants to foreign nations, mainte-
nance of oversea military personnel, private
investment abroad and the excess of Ameri-
can tourists dollars spent overseas over for-
eign tourist expenditures here more than
offsets the trade balance. This outgo is ex-
pected to top $6 billion in 1962, thus wiping
out the #5 billion trade surplus and leaving
the Nation with a predicted $1 billion
deficit.]

Of the $700 million gain in exports, $600
million reflected an increase in shipments of
finished manufactured goods, which set a
record of $11.9 billion.

Manufactured goods accounted for all of
the increase in imports, as they rose by
$300 million to 5.8 billion.

JOE PFISTER NAMED COLUMBEIA
SHEEPMAN OF THE YEAR

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I wish
to call attention to the selection of a
citizen of my State, Joe Pfister, of Node,
Wyo., as Columbia Sheepman of the
Year. I ask unanimous consent that an
article on the subject which appeared in
the Wyoming Wool Grower of July 12,
1962, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

JoE PFISTER Is COLUMBIA SHEEPMAN OF THE
YEAR

At the recent annual meeting of the Co-
lumbia Sheep Breeders Association of Amer-
ica, Joe Pfister, Node, Wyo., was named Co-
lumbia Sheepman of the Year. 8Since he
bought his first flock in 1847, Joe has never
ceased doing everything possible to improve
his own flock and to promote the Columbia
breed. Never has there been a purebred
livestock producer more dedicated to his
breed than Joe, nor one who works harder
to improve it.

Joe is assisted in his Columbia enterprise
by his wife, Lenore, and two sons, Charles, 11,
and Johnny, 8. The Pfister Columbia flock
is definitely a family affair, for Lenore and
the boys are as enthusiastic about Columbias
as Dad is. The entire family is almost always
present at any Columbia show or sale and
take an active part in helping exhibit the
animals.

The boys take an active interest in the
Columbia breed and both own sheep.
Charles uses his Columbias in 4-H work and
Johnny for his future 4-H work.

Joe's outstanding record with both his
show and sale sheep has brought him a na-
tional reputation and won him the respect
of Columbia breeders everywhere. His
quickness to smile, friendly manner, and
winning personality have made him popular
with other breeders even in the most heated
competition.

Joe has often been referred to as the
“Lamburger King.” This stems from the
public relations work of introducing a port-
able lamburger stand at his loeal county
ram sale, and also at the Wyoming State
Fair, Douglas, Wyo. Through the pub-
licity and attention from Joe's lamburger
program, he has encouraged more people
to talk about and actually eat lamb.
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The entire lamburger program was unigue
in that it was a case of sheepmen trying to
help themselves out of a predicament (poor
lamb prices and lamb hard to sell over west-
ern meat counters), rather than relying on
& Government program or others to do the
job for them.

Joe is a charter members of the Wyoming
Purebred Columbia Sheep . Association and
has attended all except one meeting, which
was due to illness. He has served as presi-
dent 4 years and has been active on the
board every year.

On the national level, Joe has attended
all meetings except one, and takes active
sincere interest in all of the business and
programs of the assoclation. He has served
on committees on the national level and was
again called on this year to head up a na-
tional committee.

Joe has a long and impressive show record
in both sheep and wool which few Columbia
breeders can excell.

As a 4-H member and as an adult breeder,
he has shown sheep and wool at major shows
and falrs from Portland, Oreg., to Kansas
City, Mo., over the past 25 years.

Joe has the distinction of being the
oldest continuous exhibitor of any kind of
livestock at the Wyoming State Fair. He
has shown sheep at this event every year
since 1938.

His Columbia sheep and fleeces have es-
tablished an amazing record of winnings at
the Wyoming State Falr, which has been one
of the largest and most competitive wool and
breed sheep shows in the United States over
the past 10 years. Joe showed his first Co-
lumbias at the Wyoming State Fair in 1948.
In 1950 he showed his first champion ram
at this event. He repeated this achievement
for the next 10 years. He also has shown
the champion ewe five times, the first-place
Columbia flock five times, the first-place get
of sire three times, and the reserve ram once.

He also has a very impressive record of
wins at the National Columbia Show and
Sale. He first took sheep to this event in
1949 and has shown sheep at the National
every year since. He has won the champion
ram award two times, the reserve champion
ram twice, the champion ewe once, and the
reserve champion ewe once. His pens of
three ewes have won the championship twice
and the reserve championship four straight
times. Probably the most oustanding
achievement he has made at the National is
that in the 12 years his sheep have been
shown in this event, only twice has an ani-
mal placed below eighth. When one con-
siders that the classes range from 15 to 40
entries in class, it is easy to see that Joe's
Columbias always compare very favorably
with the absolute best.

There is not enough room to list the win-
nings of Joe's Columbias at the many fairs
and sheep shows where they have been
shown, However, wherever his Columbias
have been, they have won a major share of
the championships and top awards.

Pfisters’ Columbia fleeces have walked
away with championship ribbons and other
awards in top wool shows all over the coun-
try, bringing much fame to both Joe's flock
and the Columbia breed in competition with
fleeces from other major breeds. Joe's fleeces
have been shown at the National Western
Stock Show in Denver, the American Royal
at Kansas City, the Pacific International at
Portland, the Northwest Nebraska Wool Show
at Crawford, Nebr.,, the Wyoming State
Fair, and at various county fairs and local
shows.

Joe has shown Columbia fleeces at the Na-
tional Western Stock Show for many years,
and they have won many top awards there.
In 1961, he made a complete sweep of this
wool show, winning the grand champion
and fleece awards of the entire show (all
breeds and classes). He also won the cham-
plon Columbia fleece and the champion ram
flock fleece. His entries placed first in the
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best five fleeces shown by one exhibitor, first
in the best four fleeces shown by one ex-
hibitor, and first in the farm flock one-half,
three-eighths, and one-fourth blood classes.
In 1959 he showed the champion Columbia
ram fleece and the reserve grand cham-
plon fleece of the show. In 1855, he showed
the Columbia farm flock fleece.

At the Wyoming State Fair he has en-
tered fleeces every year since 1952. He has
exhibited the grand champion fieece of this
show four times and the reserve grand
champion five times. Since 1958, he has ex-
hibited the champion Columbia ram fleece
every year., He has won the champion
Columbia ewe fleece twice, the champion
farm flock fleece three times, and the cham-
pion farm flock ewe twice. An example of
how Pfister fleeces often sweep a wool show
came in 1959 and 1961. His Columbia fleeces
won the championship in every department
in which they could be entered, including
the Columbia breed, farm flock, and over-
all classes. No other breeder has ever ac-
complished this feat in the past 15 years.

Joe is a valued member of the Wyoming
Wool Growers Assoclation and has been a
consistent consignor at the Wyoming ram
sale.

An outstanding 4-H Club member as a
youth, Joe is now involved in his eighth year
as 8 4-H Club leader. His advice, counsel,
and help in leading 4-H boys and girls in
sheep projects and his help in many 4-H
activities has been of immeasurable assist-
ance to the 4-H program.

He has judged 4-H sheep showmanship
contests at county fairs for many years and
is considered the best at sheep showmanship
contests. A master at fitting and showing
sheep himself he has presented many dem-
onstrations on fitting and showing sheep to
boys and girls not only in his county, but
in adjoining counties as well.

For the past several years he has given of
his knowledge of wool, in helping train 4-H
members in wool judging. A capable wool
judge himself, he has been of great help to
his community in this activity.

Joe has furnished excellent classes of
Columbias for livestock judging training
every year since he began breeding them.
Joe is never too busy fo take time out to
provide sheep for judging training, often
hauling them many miles to where judging
tralning meetings are held. He has started
many 4-H boys and girls with good Colum-
bias. He has bred their ewes when they
could not afford a ram, and sold them top
stud rams at reduced prices. No problem is
too small for his undivided attention In
working with boys and girls, and he takes
a sincere interest and pride in their progress.
He 1s indeed a top 4-H leader and the 4-H
program owes much to this cooperation,
knowledge, and assistance.

The most outstanding feature of Joe
Pfister's career and his success as a Colum-
bia breeder, is the fact that this was at-
tained entirely through his own hard work,
perserverance, and abllity. From a very
small beginning and with very little or al-
most no financial assistance, he has built
an outstanding flock of Columbla sheep of
national prominence in a short space of 16
years,

Columbia’s are not only his business, they
are the hobby and the lifework of Joe Pfis-
ter, Columbia Sheepman of the Year.

AGRICULTURE PROBLEMS

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, for too
long the problems of the American
farmer have been compounded by the
refusal to face the hard facts of agri-
cultural economics in the United States.

The truth is, if we will admit it, that
the American farmer is caught in a vise
that effectively eliminates any possibility
of his survival on the open world market.
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The two jaws of this vise are the low
world market price on one hand and the
high protected price of all the equip-
ment he must buy on the other. In
short, our farmers must sell their crops
at low world prices while almost every-
thing he buys costs more than it would
any other place in the world. In the jaws
of this vise the individual farmer, the
family farmer if you will, cannot exist
without some help. And providing that
help is the express purpose of our farm
program. .

Unfortunately, Mr. President, our
present farm program has not taken into
account the ingenuity of the American
farmer. Typical of traditional Ameri-
can enterprise he has learned to grow
more and more crops on less and less
land, and we wind up with not only low
prices but large surpluses.

Since we cannot eliminate the individ-
ual farmer by throwing him to the mercy
of the open market, we must devise a pro-
gram that will give him the needed pro-
tection at the lowest possible cost to the
taxpayer. Mr. President, I believe such
a program can be found in the combina-
tion of rigid support prices and strict
crop controls. There is little need for
argument to demonstrate the need for
crop supports.

Despite the protestations of some farm
groups for a return to free markets, a
look at the world price for grains as com-
pared with what our farmers insist they
must have to survive, should convince
everyone that to eliminate these supports
would be to eliminate the individual
farmer,

I am not pleased with the prospect of
the continuation of price supports but
this fact—a necessary evil—is far supe-
rior to the alternative, which is the in-
dustrialization of our farms into huge
combines where machines and a very
few men control vast acres with effects
upon farm production quality and prices
that are a nightmare to the imagination.

Since a large segment of American
agriculture is dependent upon price sup-
ports for its continued existence, it is
only fair that as the farmer needs pro-
tection on prices he accept it in its least
costly form. To do this he must accept
production controls.

To me the height of folly is to support
prices without regard to production so
that in turn we may give the taxpayer
the privilege of paying storage costs on
large farm surpluses. The advantages
of production controls—strictly applied—
are obvious. We may spend the same
amount in supporting the concept of
individual farms but save the large ex-
pense of crop storage. Thus, we can
reduce our surpluses to manageable levels
and do away with a program that by its
very size and complexity has lent itself
to the machinations of those who would
abuse their trust and seek dishonest
profit at the public’s expense. Also this
program would take land out of produc-
tion, thereby preserving its potential for
the future when all our agricultural re-
sources may be needed or allowing its
conversion to badly needed recreational
or watershed uses.

The criticism of this program is, of
course, that it inflicts tight Government
controls—regimentation is a favorite
word—on a segment of our free economy.
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And I say that this is certainly frue.
But I also say that freedom from these
controls is freedom to leave the farm and
head for the city to find a job. To re-
main on the farm, the farmer needs a
supported price which he should accept
in the least expensive and most efficient
manner. Growing mountains of unneed-
ed grains is not what I regard as effi-
ciency.

I have stated that the prime consid-
eration in price support legislation is the
preservation of the individually owned
and operated farm. In other words, we
are attempting to preserve the job of
being a farmer. To me a farmer is some-
one who works full time at the job of
farming—who spends his time on the
land working it for what best he can pro-
duce. However, there are many persons
who benefit under present farm legisla-
tion who do not fit this definition. They
are what I would call the “briefcase™
farmer. For them owning and operating
a farm is a diversion, a recreation, or a
means of acquiring a beneficial tax write-
off. In any event, farming is not their
full-time occupation.

I am not opposed to a businessman
finding rest and relaxation on a farm,
nor am I opposed to his acquiring a
“place in the country” for his family or
in his search for status. I am opposed
to his accepting Federal supports, de-
signed to keep the full-time farmer in
business, for what to him is an unessen-
tial diversion. And I find the Govern-
ment twice burdened by the man who
operates a farm as a tax writeoff. The
spectacle of subsidy payments to a man
perpetrating a scheme to escape his just
taxes is most unpleasant. There I would
suggest that the Congress consider limit-
ing farm supports to bona fide farmers.

The bill now under consideration in
the Senate does not take up all the points
which I have mentioned here. It does,
however, represent a considerable start
toward what I would hope is an efficient
approach to our farm problems, The
mandatory feed grain program was, I
believe a constructive approach to one
of our most perplexing surpluses. I am
extremely disappointed to hear that it
has been abandoned. The alternative,
extension of the voluntary feed grains
program, has shown surpluses can be
reduced by crop controls. But in this
case, the incentive payments will soon
run into astronomical figures unless the
plan is superseded by a mandatory pro-
gram. Ireluctantly support this alterna-
tive, however, because the other choice
is a return to the law of 1958 which was
responsible for the rapid growth of the
feed grain surplus in the first place. I
note that those who oppose the manda-
tory program are the same people—
members of the same party—who have
attempted to make an issue of fiscal re-
sponsibility in our Government.

Mr. President, I am in favor of fiscal
responsibility as is the party I repre-
sent; and I suggest that here is a good
time for some members to practice what
they preach. I alsowould note that these
same people, who now give their support
to a voluntary system are in many cases
the very same people who opposed volun-
tary plans when they first were sub-
mitted to the Congress.
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Mr. President, I support another sec-
tion of the bill, the wheat certificate
program. This is a significant attempt
to reduce our carryover wheat supplies
while at the same time adjusting the
program to the multimarket features of
our wheat production and consumption.
This bill does away with the minimum
acreage requirements in existing legisla-
tion. I would point out that in the 20
years this minimum figure of 55 million
acres has been in effect the yield per
acre has doubled.

I am pleased to note that while reduc-
tions in wheat are calculated in terms of
acreage for the farmer, he would receive
his support payment on certificates based
on bushel allotments. The farmers in
Wyoming and much of the West do not
have the abundance of rich soil and ade-
quate rainfall that oceur in other areas
of the country. Therefore, they cannot,
by intensive farming or the addition of
more fertilizer, increase the production
per acre to compensate for reduced allot-
ments.

Mr. President, while we are consider-
ing the farm bill we tend to become
wrapped up in a problem which is unique
in the world and forget that it is a prob-
lem which should not exist at all. We
all must remember that the real farm
problem in this world is not surpluses but
a critical lack of food—starvation and
malnutrition would best deseribe the end
results of much of the world’'s agricul-
ture. While we here are attempting to
reduce embarrassing piles of grain and
devise voluntary and mandatory pro-
grams to limit production of everything
from turkeys to turnips, two-thirds of
the world's population—that is two of
every three human beings—is not getting
enough to eat.

I realize that it is necessary to solve
the immediate problems of overproduc-
tion here in the United States, but it is
just as imperative that we work equally
hard to eliminate those many factors—
tariff considerations, pricing, transpor-
tation, and many more—which prevent
us from sharing our abundance with the
less productive nations so that without
supports and through normal trade our
farmers may again earn an honest liveli-
hood without artificial supports. Until
that day we must support the individual
farm and the independent farmer. But
it is our obligation to those who pay for
this support to effect the most efficient
programs possible. Therefore, I suggest
we face the facts of this problem and
approve a farm bill which will do the
job. I believe that the bill the Senate
is now considering is a positive step to-
ward a realistic bill, and I urge its
passage.

NOMINATION OF THURGOOD MAR-
SHALL TO BE A U.S. JUDGE

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, this
morning I was shocked to learn that a
subcommittee of the Committee on the
Judiciary has decided to postpone indefi-
nitely hearings on Judge Thurgood Mar-
shall’s nomination. I have spoken previ-
ously on this subject. In spite of my
reluctance to take this stand, if the com-
mittee to which this nomination has been
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assigned for action continues indefinite-
1y not to take action, I believe the time
is practically at hand when the Senate
must speak up on the matter.

It is thoroughly clear that the nomi-
nation of Judge Thurgood Marshall is
not being measured with the same yard-
stick that has been applied to other
nominees for Federal appointments. He
was appointed in September of 1961.
After the Senate convened, he was re-
appointed, to conform to the law. Prac-
tically 1 year has elapsed since this man
was given an assignment to a Federal
judgeship, and in this 1 year no action
has been taken by the Judiciary Com-
mittee on the appointment. He is en-
titled to the same type of treatment re-
ceived by any other American citizen
appointed to a Federal post. He is not
receiving it.

I humbly suggest to the majority lead-
er that the time has come when, for the
maintenance of the honor of the Sen-
ate, action should be pursued, and, in
my judgment, the committee relieved of
further consideration of the nomination,
and that it be assigned directly to the
Senate for action.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
appreciate what the Senator from Ohio
has just said, and insofar as the leader-
ship is concerned, we intend to make
every effort to get the nomination to
the floor before Congress adjourns, and,
we hope, acted upon.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DIRKESEN. I am of the opinion
that the Senator from Ohio may be in
error. While I am not a member of the
subcommittee, I have been following the
matter very closely. I believe it may
have concluded testimony yesterday
morning. It now remains for the sub-
committee to report the nomination to
the full committee, either with or with-
out recommendation.

I have discussed the matter with other
members of the Judiciary Committee on
the other side of the aisle. It is our
hope that we can get the nomination to
the full committee at its very next meet-
ing for consideration, and have a report
to the Senate, so that, if there are any
objections, if any Senator wants to dis-
cuss the case at length, it can better be
done here than in committee. So, speak-
ing as a member of the full committee,
I am most anxious that we get the nom-
ination to the floor without delay.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I hope the Senator
from Illinois is correct. The announce-
ment was made on television this morn-
ing that there had been an indefinite
postponement of action. I made my
statement on the basis of that informa-
tion. I am glad to hear what the Sen-
ator from Illinois has said, and, of
course, what the majority leader has just
said on the subject; but the fact is that
the delay is too great even as of now,
in my judegment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I agree with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio. I may
add that I discussed this matter yester-
day afternoon with the chairman of the
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Judiciary Committee, and I know he be-
lieves as I do with respect to this delay.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am extremely
heartened by what the minority leader
has just said. I hope it will be possible
very shortly to bring the nomination to
the floor for consideration and debate.

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said:
Madam President, earlier today the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LausceE]l made a comment with ref-
erence to the failure of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary to accord to the
nomination of Mr. Thurgood Marshall
the same standards and the same con-
sideration that had been accorded other
nominees. The Senator expressed due
and proper concern over that situation.
I did not have the opportunity then to
join with the Senator and express my
concurrence and support of the opin-
ions and attitudes which he expressed.

I say to the Senator from Ohio that
all nominees whose nominations are be-
fore any committee in which there is a
process of confirmation should be ac-
corded equal rights, equal privileges and
equal treatment, I believe that if we
examine the nominations considered by
the Judiciary Committee, we will find
that Thurgood Marshall has been tested,
interrogated, and screened far more as-
siduously and intensely than most other
nominees. I wish to make it quite clear
that as one Senator I will do everything
I can to assure that Mr. Marshall is
given fair, responsible, and equal treat-
ment, and that the question of the con-
firmation of the nomination is brought
before the Senate for the purpose of a
yea-and-nay vote. Mr. Marshall has a
right to know whether or not his nom-
ination will be confirmed by the vote
of the Senate.

He should not be subjected to delay-
ing tactics, if that is the case, by any
committee or subcommittee. I wish to
join with the Senator from Ohio and
other Senators who have expressed
concern over this subject. The major-
ity leader has given to the Senate very
reassuring words. I know it is his view,
as he expressed it, that the Senate will
work its will on the nomination of Thur-
good Marshall. Judging from what I
know of his backeground and his
competency, Thurgood Marshall is a
good man. His nomination should be
confirmed. Unless there is information
to the contrary, I would support him,
and do support him actively and will-
ingly. I hope his nomination will be
before the Senate promptly. There are
ways of getting the nomination before
this body, and those ways have been
used before.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I compliment the distinguished
senior Senator from Minnesota on his
statement.

In my judgment there is no reason
why the Committee on the Judiciary
should not have reported the nomination
of this fine judge to the Senate. I hope
that very shortly the nomination will be
favorably reported and will be confirmed
by the Senate. As the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota has stated, a
yea and nay vote should be had on the
nomination, so that we may stand up
and be counted. I am sure that the
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overwhelming majority of the Senate
will vote to confirm the nomination of
this fine loyal American and experienced
lawyer and judge to the position to which
he has been nominated by our Presi-
dent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
if the Senator from Minnesota has any
influence whatsoever in the councils of
the Democratic Party, this nomination
will be brought before the Senate so that
each Senator may cast his vote. Thur-
good Marshall is entitled to that consid-
eration. He has already suffered enough
indignities. It is our duty as well as our
privilege and responsibility to act one
way or another on this nomination. I
find in Thurgood Marshall a good man,
a competent man, one who is entitled
to assume the responsibility of being a
Federal judge, to which position he has
been nominated by President Kennedy.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I am glad to
hear the Senator say that. I know he
will do what he can to expedite consid-
eration of this nomination.

Mr. HART. Madam President, I was
not in the Chamber at the time the ma-
jority leader addressed himself to the
subject of the nomination of Thurgood
Marshall to be a judege of the court of
appeals for the second circuit. I heard
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota say that the majority leader had
expressed concern at the delay in re-
porting the nomination, and his deter-
mination that the Senate shall be given
an opportunity to act on the nomina-
tion. I am delighted to hear that.

I am not a member of the subcommit-
tee considering the nomination of Thur-
good Marshall, but as a member of the
full Committee on the Judiciary, I have
sat with the subcommittee in its delib-
erations, as has the distinguished junior
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING].
As I said yesterday, when someone gets
around to writing a book on the weird
performances of the Senate, most as-
suredly one chapter will recite the case
that we are now discussing; namely, the
nomination of Thurgood Marshall, the
consideration that was given to it, and
the time that was taken on it. I am
sure the happy last paragraph will show
the confirmation of the nomination of
this distinguished member of the Amer-
ican bar.

The suffering will be less that of Thur-
good Marshall than of the Senate,
Spending months looking for flaws in
the professional integrity of this man
is like spending months looking for an
elephant in a bathtub; his integrity is
either there or it is not there on the day
the nomination is made. I do not know
of any other living member of the Amer-
ican bar whose batting average before
the Supreme Court is as high as that
of Thurgood Marshall. In that, of
course, lies some of the problem. The
Senate cannot continue to fumble and
fuss over this nmomination. Thurgood
Marshall's place in American jurispru-
dence is long established.

I restrain myself with great difficulty
lest I comment upon the scene in which
some lawyers have been attempting to
determine whether Thurgood Marshall
qualifies as a judge. Let us be through
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with this business. Let us write the ulti-
mate paragraph, which is confirmation
of the nomination. I would be hard
pressed to find a name in the brilliant
list of able American lawyers which
could successfully contest the claim
which Thurgood Marshall would never
make but which can be made for him;
namely, that he is as brilliant a mem-
ber of the American bar as there is alive
today.

I am delighted that the majority lead-
er has indicated that we shall soon be
about this business. I trust, as I know
the distinguished Senator from New
York [Mr. Keatinc] does, that our com-
mittee will act promptly and respon-
sively. However, neither he nor I, dis-
agreeable though the chore may be, will
have any reluctance or hesitancy, if the
committee fails to act, in seeking the
support of the Senate to discharge the
committee from the further considera-
tion of the nomination. The President
of the United States has sent to the Sen-
ate a distinguished name. Let the Sen-
ate now promptly confirm the nomina-
tion of this fine judge.

Mr. KEATING. Madam President, as
one who has been working for approval
of this nomination for a long time, I
wish to express my gratitude to the dis-
tinguished majority leader and the dis-
tinguished assistant majority leader,
and other Senators who have spoken to-
day.

It was my hope that the normal chan-
nels which are followed in these matters
would be followed in this case and that
we would have an opportunity to vote on
the question of the confirmation of the
nomination of this distinguished lawyer
and jurist in a prompt and orderly man-
ner. That is the way it should have
been done.

I am bound to say to the Senate, how-
ever, that such has not been the case
to date. A great many extraneous mat-
ters have been gone into at a series of
subcommittee hearings which have had
virtually nothing to do with the quali-
fications' of the nominee. At the last
hearing, yesterday, after the extraordi-
nary performance was indulged in of
reading a speech which in part praised
Judge Marshall but which in part at-
tributed statements to Judge Marshall
which he denied ever having made, the
chairman of the subcommitee stated
that it would be necessary to call the
man who had made the speech. This is
taking place after 8 months during
which the nomination has been lying in
committee and 10 months since Judge
Marshall was appointed to the court.
At this late date, it seems obvious that
this unlawyerlike procedure is simply
designed to further delay the conclusion
of the hearings.

This is nothing more than an adroit
procedure for stringing out the hearings
and if successful, could prolong them
forever.

Following that subcommittee hearing,
abortive, like so many others were be-
fore it, I attended a meeting of the full
Committee on the Judiciary on the drug
bill. Concededly this meeting was called
for the purpose of completing action on
the drug bill. At the conclusion of ac-
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tion on the drug bill, however, I sought
recognition from the chairman of the
full committee for the purpose of making
a motion to discharge the subcommittee
from further consideration of the Mar-
shall nomination. I was gaveled down
and not recognized.

I have now asked the chairman to
place the motion to discharge the sub-
committee on the committee’s agenda.
If at the next meefing, again I am not
recognized, I shall join with the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. Harrl, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Dobppl, the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL], and
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KerFauver], from the full committee;
with my colleague from New York [Mr.
Javitsl, who has shown a deep interest
in this question; and, I am sure, with
other Senators on both sides of the aisle,
in a motion in the Senate to discharge
the Committee on the Judiciary from
further consideration of the nomination
of Thurgood Marshall. As a member of
the committee, I would regret being
forced to take such action. It should not
be necessary. But those who oppose the
nomination of Judge Marshall have
had more than an ample opportunity to
express their opposition and now it is
time for the Senate to pass upon the
question. We know that the nomina-
tion will be overwhelmingly approved by
this body.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I commend the Senator
from New York and the Senator from
Michigan for the course of action they
are following in the Committee on the
Judiciary. In case the subcommittee
does not report the Marshall nomina-
tion either favorably or unfavorably to
the full committee, and the full com-
mittee does not report the nomination
either favorably or unfavorably to the
Senate within the immediate future, the
senior Senator from Oregon would like
to join with the Senator from New York
as a cosponsor of any motion he may
make in the Senate to discharge the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary from further
consideration of the Marshall nomina-
tion.

It would be rather ironical if the Mar-
shall nomination were permitted to die
in committee at this session of Congress
when the Senate as a whole was willing
to impose a gag rule on a group in the
Senate who were willing to bring our
opposition into the open on the floor of
the Senate for full debate by this body,
a body which should be the last body of
untrammeled, free debate in the world.

Mr. KEEATING. Madam President, I
am appreciative of the views of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon on this
nomination; they are exactly what I
would expect of him. If the Senate were
not permitted at this session to pass upon
the nomination of Thurgood Marshall,
as the Senator from Michigan has said,
it would be a reflection, not upon Judge
Marshall, but upon the United States
Senate. I feel certain that those of us
who support this nomination will not
permit that to happen.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
will the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. KEATING. Iyield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I desire the record
to be clear that the majority leader and
the Senator from Minnesota have made
it perfectly clear today that action will
be taken on this nomination. It is our
hope that such action can be taken
through the normal processes of the
committees; but it has been made man-
ifestly clear that there is no intention
of letting the nomination die without
permitting the Senate to exercise its will
upon the nomination. The will of the
Senate will be determined by a yea-and-
nay vote. I have said that I support the
nomination. I say again that the evi-
dence we have had before us this morn-
ing, in the responses from Senators, in-
dicates that there is a real desire on the
part of the Senate to move ahead and
fulfill our responsibility under the con-
firmation process of the Senate. It will
be done.

Mr. KEATING. Madam President, it
is very reassuring to have this state-
ment from the assistant majority leader
and a similar statement from the ma-
jority leader. I am confident that with
their strong support, this action will be
accomplished and that a blot will not be
permitted to mar the escutcheon of the
U.S. Senate.

Mr., JAVITS. Madam President, will
my colleague yield?

Mr, EEATING. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. I think the whole coun-
try will be grateful to my colleague [Mr.
KeaTiNGg], to the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Hartl, to the majority leader, to
the assistant majority leader, and to all
other Senators who have been fighting
for this nomination.

First, the nominee is a judge of very
high attainments. We who come from
New York know him well, have worked
with him, and understand his capacity.
But beyond that, the only thing that
anyone had to fear was that the people
would not be aroused in time, because
if the Senate did not act, Judge Marshall
would lose his place. If he were again
appointed for an interim, he would have
to serve without compensation. He can-
not afford to be without compensation.
That is a very disabling circumstance.
Also, to accept another such appoint-
ment would be very humiliating to a
judge who is so good and who is now
sitting on the bench, acting on cases.

But with the assurances we now have,
we are confident that action will be
taken by the Senate. I know that we
all have the greatest confidence in a
Senate vote. I think the whole country
must be grateful to the Senator from
New York [Mr. Keating] and the Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr. Hartl, who, not-
withstanding the fact that they are not
members of the subcommittee, have
nonetheless made their presence so un-
mistakably clear.

The reputation of a man is as precious
to our society as is his life. That is pre-
cisely what distinguished Senators are
fighting to preserve inviolate and secure.
That is a very noble position to take, and
it is a fine thing for the country. I am
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delighted at long last to see that the
problem is being faced so realistically
and frankly and directly in this Cham-
ber, where it is easy to gloss over this
very unhappy, seamy phase of life. I
am deeply grateful to my colleague from
New York. If he does nothing else in
the Senate, he will have performed a
great good for our State in the fight he
is waging for Thurgood Marshall.

Like the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse], I shall be prepared to join in
a discharge motion if necessary. Any
Senator would be honored to make it, but
the honor properly belongs to a mem-
ber of the committee who has waged
the fight. We all understand that. I
am confident that the nomination of
Thurgood Marshall will be confirmed. It
is being made clear and unmistakable
on the record that such action would be
to our credit. It does not have to be
forced. Many champions are fighting
the battle, whatever may be said about
the obfuscation and delay which have
so far prevailed.

Mr. EEATING. Madam President, I
express gratitude to my colleague from
New York for his kind remarks. No one
has been more interested in seeing that
justice is accomplished with respect to
the nomination of Thurgood Marshall
than has my distinguished colleague
from New York. His support in this
fight has been of inestimable value.

Mr. JAVITS. Ithank my colleague.

PROPOSED TRIP OF VICE PRESI-
DENT JOHNSON TO THE MIDDLE
EAST

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished Vice President will be de-
parting shortly on an official mission to
the Middle East. He goes at the behest
of the President, to an area in which a
delicate balance between peace and war
has prevailed for many years. He goes
to express the friendly interest of this
Nation to the friendly nations of that
region.

We have already had evidence of the
great capacity of the Vice President to
convey the warmth, the spontaneity, the
good heart of the American people to
other peoples. His visits to Africa,
southeast Asia, and Berlin were out-
standing achievements in the building
of international good will.

Mr. President, I know that I speak for
the entire Senate in extending to our
colleague and presiding officer and to
Mrs. Johnson and their party the best
wishes of this body for a safe and
worthwhile journey. He carries with
him the high confidence of the Senate
even as he does that of the President
in the arduous, delicate, and significant
mission on which he is about to embark.

PIRATING BY FEDERAL GOVERN-
MENT OF EMPLOYEES OF STATE
OF OHIO

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, with-
out identifying the official or the depart-
ment of the State of Ohio from which I
received the communications to which
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I wish to refer, I want to point out the
substance of them. The complaint of
this official of Ohio is that the Federal
Government is in the process of con-
stantly pirating employees of the State
of Ohio. The official’s letter came from
the State of Ohio on July 17, and pointed
out that during the months of June and
July this department of the government
of the State of Ohio lost to the Bureau
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife three
employees of the State.

On August 17 this same official wrote
to me and stated that two more em-
ployees of the State of Ohio had been
taken over by the Federal Government.
In his last letter this man stated, among
other things:

Certainly Congress cannot be seriously con-
sidering a further increase in the pay of
Government workers.

I would venture to say that if we trav-
eled around the country we would find
this same condition existing in prac-
tically every State; that is, a disparity
in the wage scales paid as between the
Federal Government and the States.
The States are not now able to compete
with the Federal Government, yet it is
proposed that a very substantial pay
raise be granted, on the Federal level,
which would create an aggravated dis-
parity and not in the end solve the
problem. It is a mad race—the Fed-
eral Government pirating from private
industry, private industry pirating from
the Federal Government—and the end
never comes.

I think this letter is most appropriate.
For emphasis I want to repeat:

Certainly Congress cannot be seriously
considering a further increase in the pay of
Government workers,

There are positions in which increases
may be warranted, but certainly not on
an across-the-board basis.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR ROBERT C.
BYRD, OF WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, one
of the most conscientious, hard-working,
and diligent Members of this body is the
Senator from West Virginia, Mr. RoBErT
C. Byrp. He has been the subject of
great criticism because of the fact that
he has attended to his duties assidu-
ously as the chairman of the Distriet of
Columbia Subcommittee of the Appro-
priations Committee. I know that what
he is trying to do is a good job, a fair
job, and a decent job. I think he should
be commended for the interest he has
shown in the problems of the District of
Columbia. It is not a pleasant assign-
ment, but somebody has to look into the
matters which come to the attention of
that particular subcommittee, and in my
opinion the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Byrp] is to be complimented for
the diligence which he has shown.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a news story carried in the
New York Times of the 19th of this
month entitled “Welfare Mess in Capital
Spurs National Inquiry,” may be incor-
porated in the Recorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

WELFARE MESS IN CAPITAL SPURS NATIONAL
INQUIRY—SENATE STUDY FINDS MANY ON
DistrIiCcT's RoLLs INELIGIBLE—§$18 MinrioN
Loss CITED

(By Marjorie Hunter)

WASHINGTON, August 18.—A welfare mess
in Washington has prompted the Kennedy
administration to step up efforts to remove
in;al:;glblm from the Nation's public relief
rolls.

Is there wholesale welfare cheating? Offi-
clals of Newburgh, N.Y., said last year there
was, but failed to prove it.

Now, with a multimillion-dollar welfare
scandal unfolding in the Nation's Capital,
Federal officials have ordered a nationwide
examination of local rellef rolls.

It has been estimated by Senator ROBERT
C. Byrp, Democrat, of West Virginia, that
at least $18 million in relief has been paid
to ineligibles in the District of Columbia
in the last 5 years.

It was Senator BYrp, chairman of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia, who lit the match un-
der the District’s welfare program and pro-
duced both smoke and fire.

SUSPICIONS AROUSED

At first, there was only smoke. Suspicious
because District welfare officlals kept asking
for supplemental funds at a time when the
city’s population was declining, Senator
Brrp sought figures and facts during District
budget hearings last year.

Some accused him of being anti-Negro,
some of being antiwelfare. He was likened
to Joseph McD. Mitchell, the Newburgh city
manager, who had attempted to establish a
get tough welfare code for his Hudson Valley
city last year.

Late last month, the Byrd subcommittee
began hearings on the District $22 million
welfare budget requests for the current fis-
cal year. This time, Senator BYyrp and his
staff were prepared to show there was fire,
too.
Investigators, both from the District Wel-
fare Department and the General Account-
ing Office, which reports to Congress on ex-
penditures, said that a random sampling of
280 aid-to-dependent-children cases showed
that 67 percent were ineligible for relief
funds.

Among the reported cases were:

A mother of four children who had been
recelving welfare payments for 4 years. She
said the man living with her was her brother,
but it was determined that he was the father
of two of her children. She had been re-
celving 8154 a month. The man was earning
$85 a week.

A mother of six children was getting a
monthly welfare check of $191. She said the
man living with her was a brother-in-law,
but he actually was her husband and he had
a job paying $65 a week.

A mother of four children had been re-
celving $109 a month., Investigators found a
man hiding in the bathroom and he admit-
ted he had been living with the woman.
(A District welfare regulation prohibits re-
lief payments to a family if the mother has
a continuing relationship with her husband
or any other man.)

A mother of four had been recelving $205
a month from welfare. Investigators learned
that she earned $20 a week and also was
receiving 10 a week from a boy friend for
payments on a $419.90 television set.

The well-furnished apartment of one
woman on relief, contained a three-speed
record player, a television set, two telephones,
a typewriter, and a radlo.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

In the homes of 102 rellef families were
136 telephones. One home had three sepa-
rate telephone lines.

In 156 homes of relief familles there were
167 television sets. There were 2 sets
in 12 of the homes.

The Comptroller General, Joseph Camp-
bell, head of General Accounting Office, said
investigations showed that the District Wel-
fare Department had been poorly adminis-
tered, that social workers were lax and that
the cheating by relief mothers was flagrant.

Some of the sternest crificism came from
within the District Welfare Department it-
self. Bernard W. Scholz, head of the Public
Assistance Division, said both the District
and the Federal Government had been oper-
ating for 20 years on the theory that a re-
view of records provided adequate controls,

“That is why I am shocked by the findings
of the investigators,” he told the Byrd sub-
committee last week. “Everything on paper
showed we were doing a good job.”

He attributed much of the trouble to un-
trailned personnel, who dispense thousands
of dollars every month.

He also said that more snoopers are needed
to determine eligibility of welfare clients,

The “friend at the door” philosophy was
warranted in the 1930's, when truly
nice people needed help, Mr. Scholz told the
committee.

THE FOREIGN ATD PROGRAM—
ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, over
the years we have had a continuing
search for ways to clarify the objectives
of aid and to administer the foreign aid
programs in a more effective fashion.
The search is by no means over although
there have been some improvements.

In this connetion, I call attention to a
speech by the President’'s special rep-
resentative and adviser on African,
Asian, and Latin American affairs, Mr.
Chester Bowles. Mr. Bowles advances
certain thoughtful ideas on aid admin-
istration with particular reference to the
question of how to give fuller expression
to the congressional intent which is em-
bodied in aid legislation. These ideas
seem to me to be worth careful study in
the executive branch and by Members
of Congress. They could be helpful in
avoiding waste and in increasing the ef-
fectiveness of the contribution of for-
eign aid to foreign policy. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
speech previously referred to be included
at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE CHESTER BOWLES,
PRESIDENT'S SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE AND
ADVISER ON AFRICAN, ASIAN, AND LATIN
AMERICAN AFFAIRS, AT THE NINTH ANNUAL
MEETING OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON
INTERNATIONAL ECONOMICS AND SocCIAL DE-
VELOPMENT, THE PaLMER HOUSE, CBICAGO,
ILL., THURSDAY, JULY 19, 1962
Our theme today is the Alliance for Prog-

ress. Through this partnership we are en-

gaged in the greatest common effort that
the American people, north and south, have
ever undertaken,

Our goal is the creation of a truly “new
world,"” in which the aim of freedom, prog-
ress and justice which has inspired the

peoples of the Americas for nearly five cen-
turies will move steadily toward realization.
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Yet in a very real sense this vast enter-
prise is only part of a worldwide alliance
for progress which may be spelled in many
languages—an alllance which we hope may
increasingly tie the United States and its
people to the nations and people not only
of Latin America but of Asia and Africa as
well.

Our U.S. foreign ald program is an integral
part of a global effort involving many of the
industrialized free nations, which now con-
tribute capital goods and techniclans to
speed the development of the less privileged
two-thirds of mankind.

By and large this unprecedented effort has
been extraordinarily successful. In Paki-
stan, India, Colombia, Venezuela, Icrael,
Formosa, Nigeria, and many other develop-
ing nations, schools, clinics and roads are
being built, malarla eliminated, and agri-
cultural improvements spread through rural
extension services, as part of a vast new effort
at nation building.

Yet despite these and many other exam-
ples of progress our foreign ald program is
still regarded with skepticism and even
hostility by many Americans.

What is particularly disturbing are the
criticisms of many sober obeservers who
agree that faster economic and social prog-
ress in the developing nations is essential,
but who guestion the effectiveness of some
aspects of the programs itself.

Why is it that our foreign aild program,
despite its acceptance as a vital element of
American foreign policy by almost every
responsible leader in each political party, re-
mains a subject of intense congressional de=-
bate and critical public comment?

One reason has been a general fallure to
recognize the clarity and sophistication with
which Congress has laid down the guidelines
for the program, and the extent to which
we have moved away from these guidelines
under political pressures.

Another reason, in my opinion, is that
many of us have only begun to recognize that
the process of nation building is inevitably
long and tedious and that dramatic results
cannot be achieved quickly. This has often
led to frustration and disillusionment with
the whole developmental process,

Moreover, in the 1950’s we were dazzled by
the success of the Marshall plan in helping
to rebuild Western Europe and unprepared
to deal as realistically as we should have
been with the quite different challenge of
economic development in the underdeveloped
continents.

Ten years of experience have now taught
us that economic development is necessarily
linked to soclal development, that both are
incredibly complex, and that indigenous
built-in factors over which we have no con-
trol may profoundly affect the final result.

As we consider developments in Asia, Af-
rica, and Latin America our minds boggle at
the staggering variety of economic and soclal
problems with which our aid programs must
cope.

However, when we look beyond these ob-
vious differences, we see that the problems
of the developing nations are remarkably
similar in several important ways.

For instance, the vast majority of the
people in Asla, Africa, and Latin America
live In rural areas. This means that the
framework of their lives is largely shaped
by such fundamental conditions as weather,
goll, land ownership, disease, and illiteracy.

Most rural peoples are in a constant strug-
gle against the exploitation of landlords and
moneylenders.

As the sons of peasant families crowd into
the great cities in search of jobs that will
pay them thelr first cash wage, slum housing
becomes steadily more crowded.

Young, idealistic wuniversity students,
frustrated at the injustice which they see on
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all sides, parade and protest for change—
any change—from the sterile and hated
status quo.

With relatively few exceptions harried
governments lack the financial experience,
civil service organization, and the political
strength quickly to break the chains of
backwardness and prejudice that bind their
people.

This political, economic, and social pat-
tern is well established on all three develop-
ing continents. It will not be easy to change.
Yet if we are to live in a rational world in
which all men can enjoy a ater measure
of opportunity and dignity, sweeping changes
must come.

How can this be accomplished? In par-
ticular how can our economic assistance pro-
grams contribute with increasing effective-
ness to the process of peaceful change—in
Asia and Africa as well as in Latin America?

During the past 18 months the structure
of the Agency for International Develop-
ment has been thoroughly overhauled. New
and vigorous individuals have assumed posi-
tions of responsibility.

I believe that our machinery is now tooled
up and ready to go. The pertinent ques-
tion, therefore, is: Where is it going?

In my opinion the next forward step is the
establishment of a series of basic operating
principles which will enable the recipients
of our aid, the Congress, and the American
people, clearly to understand what we are
striving to accomplish and how we Intend
to accomplish it.

I believe that our experience over the last
10 years provides us with the essential un-
derstanding to establish such guidelines.
Moreover, this effort has been made easier
for us by the fact that the basis for a co-
herent, consistent, effective development pro-
gram was laid down by Congress in the Act
for International Development of 1961.

Our task is to draw directly from this basic
source of authority, to develop criteria that
meet the congressional intent, and, except
in the face of overriding political considera-
tion, to apply these criteria with courage
and consistency in allocating loans, grants,
and technical help.

This will not be a simple matter. The
political pressures that surround the de-
cisionmaking process are powerful and per-
Blstent. Most relationships throughout the
world are in a state of flux. Irritations and
frustrations with other governments and
individual leaders may produce sudden and
unpredictable swings of congressional and
public opinion.

In view of these conditions it would be
wishful thinking to assume that we can
lay down some neat inviolable rules for the
operation of all of our aid programs, turn
them over to the IBM machines, and await
the results.

The most carefully designed guidelines
rooted in the most thoughtful congressional
language will not allow for all contingencies.
There will be many situations where we will
hayve no alternative but to throw away the
book and exercise our judgment,

Yet if the guldelines to which I refer can
be made to shape no more than 80 percent
of our administrative decisions the economic
development programs will have been made
much more acceptable to Congress, more
understandable to the American people, and
vastly more effective in their contribution
to a more rational world.

Agalnst this background let us conslider
five key guidelines, each based on the legis-
lation passed by Congress, which I person-
ally believe would help to bring new consist-
ency and effectiveness to our efforts. :

1, The objective of the program is the
development of independent nations each
capable of exercising the maximum free-
dom of choice within the framework of its
own culture. I say “objective” rather than
“objectives” because one factor which has
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often weakened our efforts in recent years
has been our temptation to make the pro-
gram serve several different and often com-
petitive objectives.

Whatever the byproducts which may flow
from a successful ald program, at heart
there is only one fundamental objective,
which Congress has made abundantly clear.
In last year's Act for International Develop-
ment the purpose of foreign ald was spelled
out in the following terms:

To help the peoples of less developed
countries “to develop their resources and
improve their living standards, to realize
their aspirations for justice, education, dig-
nity and respect as individual human beings,
and to establish responsible governments.”

Congress stressed that this effort would
serve to strengthen the forces of freedom
and peace on which the survival of Iree
institutions depend.

Congress did not say or imply that eco-
nomic assistance is expected to buy friends
or allies. There is no suggestion that those
who sometimes disagree with us in the
United Nations are unworthy of our help.

In giving development assistance—as dis-
tinguished from military assistance—the
congressional directive is simple and clear:
to assist in the creation of vigorous inde-
pendent nations, working to develop their
own cultures, as an essential step toward
an enlarged community of free and self-
rellant nations,

I might add that wherever, in America
or sbroad, I have spoken of the objective
of our economic assistance program in these
simple, uncomplicated, human terms, I have
found understanding and agreement.

2. Economic growth by itself will not
achieve our objective of free independent
socleties.

Once again Congress has made its inten-
tions clear in the law: economic aid should
be concentrated on those countries which
are “showing a responsiveness to the vital
economie, political, and soclal concerns' of
their peoples.

This congressional directive reflects the
knowledge that additional output by itself
will not result in a stable, peaceful, happy
society.

There 1s nothing soothing or inherently
stabilizing, for instance, about a new steel
mill; in an agricultural community it may
be a politically and soclally disruptive force.

Although industrial expansion is essential,
it is only part of the answer to the challenge
of the developing nations. This is dramatic-
ally apparent in Latin America.

The per capita income among the Latin
American countries varles widely. Some
have an average per capita income that
exceeds those of several European countries.
Others are among the poorest in the world.
The per capita gross national product of
Venezuela, for example is larger than that
of Austria; that of Bolivia is less than that
of India.

Yet In Latin America as a whole there Is no
correlation between economic growth and
political stability. The richest countries may
be as politically explosive as the poorest.

If increased economic capacity does not in
itself assure a forward looking, stable society,
what added ingredients are required?

A study of the characteristics of develop-
ing nations throughout the world suggests
the answer: responsible, effective govern-
ments are most likely to appear In those
nations with a sense of individual justice
and participation in the great task of nation
building.

When this conference was organized a
decade ago, the name it chose—the National
Conference on International Economic and
Social Development—reflected an under-
standing of an essential fact which at that
time was only dimly realized by most Ameri-
cans: that true development must be both
economic and social.
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And, I would add, political, as well. Not
political in terms of international diplo-
matic maneuvering or in the context of the
cold war struggle, but political in terms of
domestic institutions which create an in-
formed and constructively motivated
citizenry.

In one word, Congress has stressed and
experience has proven that the proper con-
cern of our ald program should be with
people—not just a privileged few people,
favored by outmoded economic and social
systems—but with all of the people.

In many countries during the earlier years
of the ald program our prinecipal focus out-
side of the technical assistance program was
the minority who live in the cities, where
problems were apparent and more easily
prescribed for. Yet now we recognize that
it is the 75 percent of the people who live
in the villages that will largely shape the
political and economic future of Latin
America, Asla, and Africa.

Congress recognized this central but often
neglected fact when it laid down the fol-
lowing directive in the AID legislation:

“Whenever the President determines that
the economy of any country is in major part
of an agrarian economy, emphasis shall be
placed on programs which reach the people
in such country who are engaged in agrarian
pursuits or who live in the villages or rural
areas.”

Fortunately it is in the rural areas of the
world that the forces of freedom have the
greatest advantage. .

Which nations—the free or the Commu-
nist—now have the agricultural abundance
and which have the shortages?

In what kind of socleties is the farmer
most likely to own his own land and to live
his own life? Which, in short, has the most
to offer to the man with the hoe? Here is
a contest which we Americans can approach
with confidence.

3. The congressional language In the
AID legislation provides a clear basis for more
specific criterla to direct our AID adminis-
trators in the programing of loans, grants,
and technical assistance,

Without such criterla we can become a
prey to every kind of pressure and persua-
sion, and ultimately bogged down in an end-
less series of unrelated decisions,

Let us again turn to Congress for direc-
tion. The AID legislation clearly recognized
this need for standards and priorities:

“Assistance,” the law reads, “shall be based
upon sound plans and programs; be directed
toward the soclal as well as economic as-
pects of development, be responsive to the
efforts of the reciplent countries to mobilize
their new resources and help themselves; be
cognizant of the external and internal pres-
sures which hamper their growth; and
should emphasize long-range development
assistance as the primary instrument of such
growth.”

Although the intent of this language
seems evident, it is not an easy matter to
transform it into the specific criteria neces-
sary to guide our aid administrators.

It is not easy for two reason: First every
underdeveloped country is different from
every other; and, second, the application of
criteria drawn directly from the legislation
is bound to antagonize the leaders of many
countries which fail to meet these stand-
ards, and who are determined not to change
their ways. Yet these two difficulties can
and must be overcome,

Let us consider the initial problem of
diversity.

Despite the wide variation among the de-
veloping countries, it is possible, I believe,
to distinguish three major categories. These
distinctions provide the basis for the criteria
to which I refer.

In the first category of countries I would
put the handful of nations which possess
the preconditions for rapid economic and
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soclal advance and which are effectively us-
ing their own resources.

These nations may be characterized in gen-—
eral terms by the following ad:

(a) A reasonably competent gove:nment
able to maintain law and order;

(b) An equitable tax system based pri-
marily on the ability to pay with a good
record of collection;

(e) A well-conceived national economic
development plan for the allocation of nat-
ural resources and foreign assistance;

(d) An effective program of widespread
landownership;

(e) An integrated approach to commu-
nity development that includes extension
work, the use of volunteer leaders in school
and road building;

(f) Reasonable incentives for private in-
vestment;

(g) Effective controls over their foreign
exchange.

It is for the handful of developing na-
tions that measure up to these high stand-
ards that this administration fought for the
5-year authority imn the 1961 AID legisla-
tion, and the Congress provided it.

Several of them are now ready and able
to move ahead increasingly on thelr own ini-
tiative toward self-sustaining development.
Within the limits of our own resources, they
deserve the highest priority in the program-
ing of our development assistance. At the
same time we should be cautious about low-
ering this priority standard because of short-
term political pressures.

A second category lies at the other end
of the spectrum. Here are the countries
which are not yet qualified by skills or ex-
perience to absorb direct economic assist-
ance even on a project basis.

Agaln congressional intent appears clear,
for with regard to these countries, the de-
velopment assistance act specified that “pro-
grams of development of education and
human resources through such means as
technical cooperation shall be emphasized,
and the furnishing of capital facilities for
purposes other than the development of edu-
cation and human resources shall be given
a lower priority until the requisite knowl-
edge and skills have been developed."

This suggests that in such countries we
should concentrate on technical assistance
and education programs to help build an ad-
ministrative and economic structure which
will eventually enable these countries effec-
tively to use development assistance funds.

The Peace Corps and varlous food-for-
peace programs can carry a major share of
the current load in countries in this cate-
gory. This will enable us to demonstrate our
concern for the people while their govern-
ments gain the experience to work out real-
istic plans and projects.

The remaining nations in the third cate-
gory—those between the extremes of readi-
ness for major investment on the one hand
and total lack of such readiness on the
other—will prove the most dificuit for which
to devlse criteria.

Many ad hoc judgments will continue to
be necessary. Yet realistic criteria for each
of these nations may be based within rea-
sonable limits on the degree to which they
approach the standards for category No. 1.

Our objective should be to encourage their
efforts toward balanced, integrated develop-
ment with major emphasis on what happens
to their people in the process of national
growth and with due regard to their sense of
community participation and individual
dignity.

Additional funds can be allotted to those
which improve their operations along these
lines, thereby encouraging them toward the
priority support category. Programs can be
cut back where performance lags.

An examination of the experience in the
United States with Federal grants-in-aid to
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our States may be helpml in developing our
operating guidel

The second obstaclo to the enforcement of
criteria for the distribution of our economie
assistance is the resentment and resistance
we will face from entrenched privileged
groups in some recipient countries when we
insist on a better performance.

If we act courageously in accordance with
our congressional directives we shall be press-
ing many nations to undertake major re-
forms in long-established soclal and eco-
nomic habits.

Land reform and tax reform, to cite two
particularly important examples, are inevit-
ably hot domestic political issues. For ex-
ample, when we press other governments to
adopt even the most basic reform programs
we may undercut the political positions of
government leaders who have regularly sup-
ported us in the United Nations in the hope
that we will maintain a flow of dollars re-
gardless of their reactionary and outmoded
internal policies. This in turn may result in
angry speeches attacking “Yankee interfer-
ence in our country’s affairs.”

If we seriously intend to carry out the
real purpose of the aid program such situa-
tions cannot be avoided. Yet the declsion
as to how hard we can press a government
to carry out essential reforms at a more rapid
pace involves a delicate political judgment
which we must make on the merits of a spe-
cific case.

No doubt on some occasions overriding
security or strateglc considerations will force
us to relax at least temporarily our pressures
for reform. To cover such cases the law pro-
vides for ald through a special fund for
“supporting assistance” or from the “emer-
gency contingency fund.”

Let us hope that expedient actions of this
kind can be kept to a minimum, and that we
clearly recognize the nature and probable
duration of each expediency. By and large
we are impelled by sheer commonsense and
by clear-cut congressional mandates to sup-
port the basic institutional reforms which
experience has taught us are necessary to
economic progress and political stability.

We should never forget that expending
ald without insisting on reforms is a kind
of interference—interference on the side of
the forces of the past rather than those
of the future.

I can see no valld reason why American
taxpayers should be taxed to help develop-
ing countries which lack the will or the vigor
to help themselves.

The Bell report on the Philippines in 1851
provides an example of the affirmative, con-
ditioned approach to the distribution of eco-
nomic assistance to which I refer.

In this case United States assistance was
strictly conditioned on steps being taken
by the Philippine Government to carry out
the recommendations outlined above, includ-
ing the immediate enactment of tax legisla-
tion and other urgent reforms.

The recommendations outlined above
included tax reforms, land distribution, a
merit civil service, labor legislation, and a
number of other specific and far-reaching
steps.

Our insistence on these reforms encour-
aged the liberal reform elements in the
Philippines to press for fundamental
changes in the country’s economic and social
pattern. Thus, far from impeding growth
and creating resentment against us, the
United States espousal of these essential do-
mestic reforms helped create the economic
and political foundations on which subse-
quent forward-looking governments were
elected to office.

4, In the task of nation building in Latin
America, Asia, and Africa we must mobilize
both our private and governmental resources.

Much of the strength of our free American
society lies in its diversity. Our freedom is
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rooted in the varied organizations and in-
stitutions which are represented at this meet-
ing and In the enormous network of citizen
activity which they foster.

In accordance with the congressional di-
rective to encourage private particlpation in
the ald program, AID and Its predecessors
have already done much to draw on the
talents and enthusiasm of private orgariza-
tions.

Yet we must learn how to make even
greater use of these resources. Govern-
ments alone cannot produce the diversified
socleties we are seeking to encourage.

We are handicapping ourselves if we fall to
enrich our aid program with the multitude
of special skills and organizational know-how
found among our citizen groups—not only
those traditionally interested In “foreign af-
fairs” but those whose horizons have tended
to be limited to thelr immediate professional,
cultural, or economic interests.

What is true of private American ex-
perience is also true of much governmental
expertise not ordinarily tapped by an aid
agency. Btate and local governments, for in-
stance, can be drawn into associations with
their count OVerseas. Federal
agencles In a dozen special fields need to be-
come even more intimately involved in in-
stitution building abroad.

“Foreign aid” has a need for the talents of
every section of American society. Let us
involve those talents to the hilt.

5. We should boldly spell out to the peo-
ples of the reciplent countries and the world
our traditional American faith in widespread
landownership, in fair taxes based on the
ability to pay, in broader educational oppor-
tunities and in human dignity and justice.

Our aid will never work if the
principles on which it is based are known
only to the governmental officials with whom
we deal abroad.

It is precisely the points which I have
discussed today which require emphasis in
our public presentations.

The purpose of this oversea Information
effort is not simply to glorify the United
States. It is to make it crystal clear to every
man, woman and child within reach of a
radio or reading room that the nation of
Jefferson and Lincoln still seeks a better
life for all people everywhere, that we are
still firmly committed to the economic and
social reforms necessary to achlieve this bet-
ter life, and that the most lasting inter-
national partnerships are not among govern-
ments which are constantly changing but
among people who alone are enduring.

Just as we Americans seek to mobilize all
resources needed to meet the challenge, s0
must we call on the people and government
in each developing nation to rally its own
resources, And let us never forget that the
most vital of these resources is an informed
people, insisting on and dedicated to the
all-out effort which alone can provide them-
selves and their children with the basis for
a life of decency, justice, and domestic peace.

This brings us to a final element upon
which the success or failure of our aid pro-
gram will ultimately depend: the wunder-
standing and support of the American
people.

In my opinion the Federal Government has
a responsibility to tell the American people
about the objectives, methods, accomplish-
ments—and faflures—of this crucially im-
portant effort.

The people of the United States have a
right to know where their money is being
spent, what it is being spent for, how well
these programs are being administered,
where and for what reasons Americans are
working with peoples of other lands fo help
build free and independent socleties.

If the people have this knowledge, If they
understand the principles which Congress
has laid down and the ways in which the
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President and AID are carrying out Con-
gress wishes then I am convinced they will
give this program the support it deserves.

But the sad truth is that they have not
been getting the facts they are entitled to.
For years the public information unit of the
foreign aid agency has been a deprived step-
child.

It has been wholly inadequate to provide
more than a bare minimum of the news
which all of us as citizens and taxpayers de-
serve to have.

To make the AID program understandable
to the American people requires pamphlets
and books and films and speakers and con-
ferences like this one., In short, it requires
an adequate domestic information program
and a staff to run it.

I am confident that the new leadership of
AID is aware of this need and is moving to
provide the American people with the es-
sential facts.

This leads me to my final point: only peo-
ple can make development assistance mean-
ingful.

Our task abroad is to release the energles
of the people of the developing nations so
that they can work effectively toward eco-
nomic progress, increased justice, and a
sense of individual fulfillment and participa-
tion.

Our task here at home is to bring the vast
resources and democratic traditions of the
American people to bear on the most im-
portant and constructive task of our era:
the creation of a world of reason and of
peace.

The Alllance for Progress in Latin Amer-
ica—and the alliance for progress through-
out the world—is essentially an alliance of
free people working for the goals for which
we Americans have stood since the days of
Jefferson.

In this spirit, let us get on with the job.

STEPHEN S. CHANG

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
that the Presiding Officer lay before the
Senate the message from the House of
Representatives relative to S. 1849.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
1849) for the relief of Stephen S. Chang,
which was, in line 6, strike out “October
2, 1954” and insert “the date of the en-
actment of this Act”.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President. On
May 29, 1962, the Senate passed S. 1849,
to grant the status of permanent resi-
dence in the United States to the bene-
ficiary as of the date of his first admission
to the United States. In this connection,
it was stated that the beneficiary,
who is a research specialist employed
by Boeing Airplane Co., could use
his talents and training to better ad-
vantage if he had sufficient residence to
enable him to petition for naturaliza-
tion. x

On August 7, 1962, the House of
Representatives passed S. 1849, with an
amendment to grant permanent resi-
dence as of the date of the enactment
o{’ lﬂzue act. The amendment is accept-
able

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment to S. 1849, §

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
gquestion is on agreeing to the motion by
the Senator from Illinois,

The motion was agreed to.
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ARIE ABRAMOVICH

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
that the Presiding Officer lay before the
Senate the message from the House of
Representatives relating to S. 2736.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 2736) for the relief of Arie Abramo-
vich, which were, in line 8, after “depor-
tation” insert “solely”; in line 10, after
“issued” insert “: Provided, That nothing
in this Act shall be construed to waive
the provisions of section 315 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act”.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on
March 29, 1962, the Senate passed S.
2736, to provide for cancellation of out-
standing deportation proceedings in be-
half of the beneficiary.

On August 7, 1962, the House of Rep-
resentatives passed S. 2736, with tech-
nical amendments which do not change
the substance of the bill.

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendments to S. 2736.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion by
the Senator from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to.

SIEU-YOEH TSAI YANG

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I ask
that the Presiding Officer lay before the
Senate the message from the House of
Representatives with reference to S. 2835.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 2835) for the relief of Sieu-Yoeh
Tsal Yang, which was, to strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert:

That the Attorney General is authorized
and directed to cancel any outstanding or-
ders and warrants of deportation, warrants
of arrest, and bond, which may have issued
in the case of Sieu-Yoeh Tsal Yang. From
and after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the said Sieu-Yoeh Tsal Yang shall not
again be subject to deportation by reason of
the same facts upon which such deporta-
tion proceedings were commenced or any such
warrants and orders have issued.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on
July 3, 1962, the Senate passed S. 2835
to grant the status of permanent resi-
dence in the United States to the bene-
ficiary.

On August 7, 1962, the House of Rep-
resentatives passed S. 2835 with an
amendment to provide merely for can-
cellation of outstanding deportation
proceedings.

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment to S. 2835.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion by
the Senator from Illinois,

The motion was agreed to.

BARTOLA MARIA S. LA MADRID

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
that the Presiding Officer lay before the
Senate the messages from the House of
Representatives regarding S. 3039.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate the amendment of the House
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of Representatives to the bill (S. 3039)
for the relief of Bartola Maria S. La
Madrid, which was, to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That the Attorney General is authorized
and directed to cancel any outstanding
orders and warrants of deportation, warrants
of arrest, and bond, which may have issued
in the case of Bartola Maria S. La Madrid.
From and after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the sald Bartola Maria 8. La
Madrid shall not again be subject to deporta-
tion by reason of the same facts upon which
such deportation proceedings were com-
menced or any such warrants and orders
have issued.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on
July 3, 1962, the Senate passed S. 3039,
to grant the status of permanent resi-
dence in the United States to the bene-
ficiary.

On August 7, 1962, the House of Repre-
sentatives passed S. 3039 with an amend-
ment to provide merely for cancellation
of outstanding deportation proceedings.

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment to S. 3039.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
by the Senator from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to.

INCREASES IN RATES OF DIS-
ABILITY COMPENSATION

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, I am
pleased to note that there is pending on
the Senate Calendar H.R. 10743, the bill
already passed by the House to increase
the rates of compensation for veterans
who have ineurred service-connected dis-
abilities.

I very much hope that it will be called
up as quickly as possible and passed for
the President’s signature. The Nation
should not—and I am sure does not—
begrudge to its injured veterans this very
much needed but quite conservative ad-
justment so that these veterans may be
better able to cope with the rising cost
of living.

This bill simply ecalls for addi-
tional compensation to take care of the
great changes in the cost of living since
the rates were last adjusted in 1957. It
would also increase compensation for the
more seriously disabled veterans. For
example, an American war veteran, to-
tally disabled and permanently house-
bound as a result of service wounds, now
receives $265 a month. The pending bill
would increase this amount by $25 to
$290. According to the Senate Finance
Committee, the total cost of increases
would be approximately $98 million in
the first year.

This reasonable measure is strongly
supported by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion and the Disabled American Veter-
ans. !

Yesterday I had the great privilege
of making a speech before the opening
session of the convention of the Disabled
American Veterans. There is no group
in American to who we are more grate-
ful—and quite properly so—than the
Disabled American Veterans.

Madam President, I know of the deep
feelings the American people and the
Senators have for the disabled veter-
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ans—the blind, those who have lost their
limbs, those who have suffered grievous
wounds in defense of this Nation—and
I express the deep hope that we may in
this session, before we go home, yet pass
this very eritically important bill. I shall
do everything I can fo bring that about.

Madam President, the bill deserves to
be on anybody’s “must” lisi—the Pres-
ident’s, the Congress’, and that of each
of us. I hope very much it will have our
early attention.

Madam President, I think my time has
been consumed, so I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may proceed for 2 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEeUBERGER in the chair). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the Senafor from
New York? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

DANGER IN BERLIN

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, as I
said in my speech yesterday, every
American will be deeply disquieted by
the news in the press about West Berlin
and the riots at the wall, as headlined
in the New York newspapers, and, I am
sure, as headlined all over the country.

What has occurred represents a very
tough problem and calls for great dis-
cipline on the part of the people of West
Berlin and great understanding on our
part. The provocation is absolutely in-
tolerable. We understand that. Prov-
ocations, though dramatized by the
beastly and inhuman shooting down of
the young East German who was trying
to escape to freedom across the awful
Berlin wall, have nonetheless been oc-
curring for months. Indeed, the first
anniversary of the wall was the occasion
for the demonstrations. Buf the people
of West Berlin have been through the
airlift in 1948 and 1949. At that time
they showed great discipline and heroism
when they were suffering en masse, and
not alone in the particularized and very
dramatic way which is epitomized by the
wall and the separation of friends from
friends and of families from families.

Our problem is that we cannot allow
the policy of the United States, which
might bring us to the always-present
danger of war through a conflict of force
in Berlin, to be made on the streets of
Berlin. Therefore, I express the expec-
tation that the subject will be dealt with
on the highest level.

I was very much disquieted to note in
yesterday’s press the failure of the
mayor of Berlin, the heroic and out-
standing Willy Brandt, to caution his
own people as to the implications of such
acts in terms of driving the Western
powers, which are in Berlin at such
great risk and under such great respon-
sibility, into some kind of difficult posi-
tion with respect to the question of con-
flict in Berlin, and to urge the people
of Berlin rather to stay their hands and
restrain themselves, as horrible as the
provocations are.

I hope very much that in the days
ahead our President and the State De-
partment will make our position crystal
clear to Chancellor Adenauer and other
German leaders, so that Chancellor
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Adenauer may eommunicate it to others.
Though we completely understand the
problems which are erupting with such
indignation and even violence on the
streets of Berlin, yet we cannot allow
American or allied policy to be governed
by that kind of situation, because the
result might be confrary to what the
provocations so justly deserve.

So I express the hope and expectation
which we have already expressed, that
there will be an understanding, in ferms
of the conduct of the people of West
Berlin themselves, who have so much at
stake, that, having given vent to their
feelings so unmistakably, there now may
be some sense of discipline in the situa-
tion, which would be far more conducive
to ultimate success in the very thing
they seek than pushing the allies into
a corner from which they might take
a route which would be very disagreeable
to the maintenance of freedom in Berlin,

Let us remember that the Vice Presi-
dent has properly, and in the name of
all American people, pledged our lives,
our fortunes, and our sacred honor to
the defense of freedom in Berlin. Let
us take it very seriously, as we must,
but let the people of West Berlin them-
selves take it equally seriously.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I am delighted to yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask the Senator
to yield only to say that, as one Senator,
I am very grateful to the Senator from
New York in respect to the particular is-
sue on which he has spoken, not only now
but in the past. The people of West
Berlin have lived under constant tension
and have faced hundreds of provocations
that would test the emotional stability
of the greatest and strongest of any
people. Nevertheless, the policy of our
Nation, which has the major responsi-
bility in West Berlin for the freedom and
security of that area, must be governed
by our commitments to our NATO al-
lies, our commitments to the people of
West Berlin, and our requirements of
national security. That means that
while large numbers of citizens in West
Berlin may storm the gates, so to speak,
and beat their fists against the wall,
it is the duty of officials in this country
and those who are responsible for the
conduct of our troops and our other
personnel in West Berlin to take a re-
sponsible, objective, and careful attitude
at all times, and judge our policy on the
basis of what the requirements are for
the freedom of Berlin rather than the
immediate emotional issue.

The Senator from New York has
stated the situation very well. My heart
goes out to those fine, good people. As
one human being, I was as distressed as
anyone could be over the tragic circum-
stances which developed in the past few
days, such as the shooting of the young
man who sought freedom by escaping
from East Germany into West Berlin.
Nevertheless, it is my view that our Gov-
ernment must proceed with caution, and
yet firmness, with sympathy, and yet
due deliberation at all times, lest we
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precipitate some thoughtless or emo-
tional act and major crisis.

The Senator has emphasized that
point very well. I commend him for it.
The easy way is to shake one’s fist, to
raise one’s voice, and say, ‘“Let us
attack.”

But the right way, it seems to me, is to
stand guard, calmly, courageously, and
perserveringly, to make sure that West
Berlin remains a bastion of freedom, as
we have pledged it to be. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator for
his graciousness and, more importantly,
for his confirmation of my view as fo
the policy of our counfry. There is a
line between an indignant protest and
a riot. That is the line which if is erit-
ically important that we keep clearly in
mind, because the alternatives are ex-
tremely dangerous, both for our respon-
sibilifies and for the German people
themselves. I express the deep feeling
that after we have shown what we have
in terms of our devotion to our commit-
ments in West Germany, it would ecer-
tainly be the path of constructive states-
manship to make us capable of keeping
our commitments rather than to en-
deavor to impose policy on the streets of
Berlin. I thank my colleague for his
observations.

HERE'S HAWAII—OUR 50TH STATE

Mr. FONG. Madam President, 60
years after the Hawaiian Islands were
annexed to the United States of America,
the people of the 49 States, through their
representatives in the Congress, an-
swered Hawaii’s call for admission to the
Union. On August 21, 1959, 3 years ago
today, the Islands of Hawaii became our
50th State, her citizens at long last full-
fledged citizens of the oldest Republic in
the world.

This third anniversary of statehood
offers another opportunity to express
“mahalo”—the Hawaiian word meaning
“thanks”—to the citizens of our sister
States for their faith and confidence
in these mid-Pacific island people.
Though we are separated by a 2,500-mile
expanse of ocean, we are united with
mainland Americans by the same magic
ingredient that binds Americans from
coast fo coast and from border to bor-
der: That exalted concept as stated in
our Declaration of Independence and
affirmed in our Constitution that all men
are created equal and are endowed by
their Creator with certain unalienable
rights, among them life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness.

By all the experience of ages past,
America should long ago have perished
from dissension and internal strife. No
other nation embraces within its bound-
aries the great heterogeneity of nation-
ality groups, racial groups, religious
groups, labor groups, social groups, pro-
fessional groups—all manner of groups—
which exist in America.

But in America we have discovered
a way of working fogether that sur-
mounts our differences, and we find in
that very variety enrichment and spice
for our lives.
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Nowhere in our vast Nation has this
harmony been more evident than in
Hawaii.

When the word “Hawaii” is mentioned,
customarily unfolds a mental image of
blue skies, rolling surf, white beaches,
swaying palm trees, thatched huts, and
lovely hula maidens dancing on the shore
while tawny-skinned natives watch—all
in all, a portrait of a relatively primi-
tive society.

Hawaii today still possesses blue skies,
rolling surf, white beaches, swaying palm
trees and, thank goodness, hula maid-
ens. Our climate, too, remains delight-
ful, averaging 78° in summer and 72°
in winter, and the trade winds still caress
our islands.

But our community is no longer primi-
tive but very modern and progressive.
Multistory apartments, hotels, and solid
homes have long since replaced the
thatched huts, and a multiracial people
now reside in the once exclusively Poly-
nesian paradise. Hawaii’s profile has
indeed changed.

Today, more than 630,000 civilians,
augmented by nearly 60,000 military
personnel call Hawaii home. Actually,
Hawaii is a community composed of im-~
migrants. Even the so-called native
Hawaiians are descendants of adventur-
ous Polynesians, those skillful mariners
who, it is believed, sailed the vast Pa-
cific from Mayalsia in single and double
canoes. Centuries later explorers and
sailors from the chief maritime powers
of the world made Hawaii a port of call,
and successive waves of immigrants
flooded Hawaii’s shores.

So that today, some 202,000 persons,
or 32 percent, are of Caucasian ancestry;
203,000, or 32.2 percent, of Japanese an-
cestry; 69,000, or 10.9 percent, of Filipino
ancestry; 38,000, or 6 percent, of Chinese
ancestry; and some 119,000, or 18.9 per-
cent, of all other ancestries, according to
the U.S. census of 1960. Included in the
category of “all other” are 9,000 full-
blooded Hawaiians and more than 100,-
000 part Hawaiians.

The people of Hawaii are a relatively
young people. Surprisingly, statehood
has had little effect on population growth
in our islands, and our median age re-
mains 24,

Hawaii has a fine public school system

. and notable private schools as well. This
year 9,600 students graduated from our
high schools, compared with only 5,200
10 years ago. Nearly two-thirds of
Hawaii's graduates this year plan to at-
tend college or other training schools.

We are a religious people. There are
more than 400 Protestant churches, 115
Catholic churches, and more than 100
Buddhist temples in the State of Hawaii.

Topographically, Hawaii is most di-
verse, boasting such varied ‘attractions
as deserts and swamps, mountains and
seashore, sun .and snow, lush wvalleys,
-and barren lava flows, and some of the
most spectacular scenery in the world.

Our geographic location, once a nega-
tive factor in Hawaii’s economic develop-
ment, has now become an important
growth factor. It has made Hawaii a

-world travel center, the operational cen-
ter for America’s defense system
throughout the Pacific, and the only cen-
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tral Pacific port for the rapidly growing
volume of shipping and air transporta-
tion.

So that today, as our State Depart-
ment of Economic Development recently
pointed out, health, wealth, and happi-
ness increased in the past fiscal year.

As to health, no cases of typhoid, dip-
theria, or whooping cough were re-
ported. The tuberculosis death rate was
down to 2.2 per 100,000 population.

As to wealth, Hawaii ranks above the
national average in per capita income,
in growth of personal income, in per-
centage of labor force employed, in con-
struction in ratio to population, in
growth of bank clearings, in per capita
automobile ownership, and many other
factors that indicate economic well-
being.

According to one consumer analysis,
approximately 96 percent of the house-
holds in Honolulu have a radio; 91 per-
cent have one or more television sets;
68 percent have an automatic washer;
and 22 percent a food freezer.

As for happiness, marriages were up
to 8.8 per 1,000 population.

Agriculture remains Hawaii's leading
industry by far, with sugar, king, earn-
ing $145 million last year and pineapple,
queen, at $117 million. Other agricul-
ture produced $43'% million in 1961, in-
cluding dairy milk at a value of $10.4
million; beef cattle, $9.7 million; eggs,
$7.1 million; vegetables, $5.8 million;
hogs, $3.7 million; coffee, $3.2 million;
poultry meat, $2.1 million; and fruits,
$1.6 million.

Our second leading industry, tourism,
produced $137 million in 1961, and, we
are hopeful, will reach $156 million this
year.

Federal spending for military purposes
exceeded the $400 million mark in 1961,
as Hawail continued to play its crucial
role as the hub of our Nation's Pacific
defense and our first line of defense in
that far-reaching and important ocean.

Manufacturing in 1961 had a total
value of $168.6 million, while the value of
construction was $268.5 million. Ha-
waii's exports in 1961 reached $281 mil-
lion as against imports of $573 million.
Retail sales totaled $862.5 million, while
wholesale sales were $354 million.

Motor car registrations for 1961 were
249,400, while telephones in use totaled
221,600. On our most populous island,
Oahu, 1.5 billion kilowatt-hours of elec-
tricity were sold.

In 1961, average annual unemploy-
ment ran at 4.1 percent, versus 6.7 per-
cent for the entire United States. Per-
sonal income was up 5 percent, versus
the Federal average of 3.6 percent. Pop-
ulation was up 5.6 percent; diversified

manufacturing jumped nearly 16 per-.

cent; defense spending advanced 8 per-
cent; bank clearings were 14 percent
above 1960; and 49,000 telephones were
put into use. Sugar income rose $19.3
million in 1961, although pineapple de-
clined $3.2 million. Visitors spent 6 mil-
lion additional dollars in Hawaii. Con-
struction fell off 2.5 percent, as it leveled
off from its boom strength.

Hawaii's economic outlook for the
future continues bright. There are
many yet unpublicized projects and
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plans in the mill which will augment
known expansion and growth plans.
Our mood, I should say, is increasingly
realistic and confident.

Meantime, since staftehood, Hawaii
finds our Nation is increasingly relying
upon us to assist in national and inter-
national programs. Hawaii's missile
tracking station participated in the
space orbital flights of our astronauts
in addition to performing valuable serv-
ice in connection with high altitude and
space research. Hawali's excellent
shipyard at Pearl Harbor was selected
to service and repair some of our newest
underwater weapons, the Polaris subma-
rines.

Hawail was selected as the site for the
East-West Center created by Congress
in 1960. This is an institution where
Asian and American students and schol-
ars may study and learn not only about
their field of interest, but about each
other, so that occidental and oriental
may draw nearer in mutual understand-
ing and respect.

Construction began last year on the
East-West Center complex of buildings,
of which the women’'s dormitory and
transient quarters are due for comple-
tion in September; the administration
and food service building, the theater-
auditorium, and Gateway House, for
completion in November; the men's
high-rise dormitory, in January; and a
classroom-laboratory building, next July.

Hawaii also was selected as a train-
ing site for Peace Corps members des-
tined for assignment in Asia and the Far
East.

More and more as a State, Hawali is
fulfilling its manifest destiny: To build a
bridge between mainland United States
and the vast area of Asia and the Pacific
wherein reside more than one-half of the
world’'s population. It is a big task, for
few of these people know or understand
America.

As the Pacific showecase of America’s
economic and political democracy and
living evidence of America’s brotherhood
with all peoples, Hawaii since statehood
is full partner with her 49 sister States
in our Nation's overriding struggle to
fashion a world recognizing the inherent
dignity and equality of man.

On this third anniversary of statehood,
Hawaii reaffirms its adherence to funda-
mental American policy, so eloquently
expressed by the eminent Judge Learned
Hand:

Right knows no boundaries and justice no
frontier; the brotherhood of man is not a
domestic institution. We may not stop until
we have done our part to fashion a world in

which there shall be some share of fellow-
ship.

NEWS CONFERENCE ON SOVIET
SPACE FEATS

Mr. WILEY. Madam President, the
Nation, following the Russian space dual-
orbiting of spacecraft, is reexamining
the significance of this feat, both mili-
tarily and scientifically.

Recently, NASA officials discussed the
significance of Soviet progress in a news
conference. The participants included:
James E. Webb, Administrator, Dr. Hugh
L. Dryden, Deputy Administrator, Dr.




1962

Robert C. Seamans, Jr., Associate Ad-
ministrator, D. Brainerd Holmes, Direc-
tor, Office of Manned Space Flight, and
O. B. Lloyd, Jr., Director, Office of Public
Services and Information.

The conference, I believe, deserves the
attention of Congress. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp
a news release relating to the conference.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

News CONFERENCE ON RUSSIAN SPACE SHOT

(Participants: Mr. James E. Webb, Ad-
ministrator, NASA; Dr. Hugh L. Dryden,
Deputy Administrator, NASA; Dr. Robert C.
Seamans, Jr., Associate Administrator,
NASA; Mr. D. Brainerd Holmes, Director,
Office of Manned Space Flight, NASA; and
Mr. O. B. Lloyd, Jr., Director, Office of Pub-
lic Services and Information, NASA,)

Mr. Wees. Ladies and gentlemen, we un-
derstand that quite a number of you have
questions that you would like to ask those
of us in the Space Administration who have
been concerned with the manned space
program. I thought Mr. Brainerd Holmes
would be here. We are trying to find out
whether he got delayed somewhere on the
way.

As I am sure all of you know, we have
here Dr. Hugh Dryden, Deputy Administra-
tor, and Dr. Robert Seamans, Associate Ad-
ministrator here.

If you have questions, let us have them.
If they are for Mr. Holmes, we will expect
him in just a few moments.

Question. Mr. Webb, first question: Do
you think that the Russians hoped actually
to link up these two ships in a completion of
the actual rendezvous technique?

Mr. Wess. The detailed review of the Rus-
slan flights has been made by Dr. Dryden
more completely than it has by either Dr.
SBeamans or myself. I think that you would
have a better answer from him, if that is
satisfactory to you.

Here is Mr. Holmes now.

Dr. DeypEN. The answer is very simple. I
can’t read the Russian mind any more than
you can. I just don't know.

Question. Mr. Webb, sir, Bernard Lovell
in England said this morning that on the
basis of this double orbit, by Russia so far,
he doubted whether America could catch
up within a decade. Do you have any com-
ment?

Mr. Wese. You will have to evaluate Dr.
Lovell's statement for yourself. I differ
with him. I think the key—and again you
will have to bear in mind that as an ad-
ministrator I am not weighing the detalls of
the technical problems involved—looking at
the bulldup of some of the bigger programs
of the United States, with which I have
been involved, from the first Greek/Turkish
aid program, on through the military assist-
ance program which, I would like to remind
you, was a billion and a half dollars the
first year, I would say that we have under-
way a large, ongoing, fast-pace program.

One of the essential elements of President
EKennedy's decision a year ago was to build
big boosters. In the Intervening time we
have put under contract to mobilize the re-
sources not only of the Government but of
a large number of American companies, the
various stages of the big boosters required to
give us great capacity in space.

This work is going forward. It will pro-
duce results in this decade that I believe will
put the United States in a satisfactory posi-
tion in space.

Question. Mr. Holmes, I would like to ask
you if you were surprised by this twin flight,
and do you feel it means that the Russians
can beat us to the moon now?

Mr. HoLMES. I can’t hear the question,
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Question. The question is, Was Mr,
Holmes surprised by the Soviet flight, and
does he feel it means they can beat us to the
moon?

Mr. Hormes. No, I wasn't surprised. I
certainly didn’t expect the exact thing that
they did. On the other hand, if one analyzes
what they did, I think we would be selling
the Russians pretty short if we didn't feel
that a year after they launched a Vostok on
a booster that could lift that kind of a
weight, something of the order of 10,000
pounds, that they couldn’t indeed perform
in this fashion.

I think a much more significant way to
look at this when people say are they ahead
of us and does this mean they are so many
years ahead, is that we are woking in a
development program where the work that
one does today doesn’t reach fruition for
several years, and the work they have done
today or in the last few days is work that
they had been doing over the past years. I
don't think it has any particular significance
on our race to the moon.

Question. Is there any evidence that they
used a bigger booster to do this job with?

Dr. DrYpEN. The answer s “No.” May I
supplement this with just one statement?

S0 many people think that going to the
moon is going down a one-way street, pass-
ing successive street corners. It is very far
from that. It is the mobilization of a large
task force with a lot of jobs to be done and
brought to fruition simultaneously. It
doesn't make much difference in which order
you do them. The fact that the Russians
have done one part of this job a little ahead
of us does not mean that they are ahead on
the whole enterprise of going to the moon.

Mr. Wess. I would like to go back just one
moment to this question of what the Rus-
sians may have intended.

I think it is important to recognize that
their capability is one thing. What they
may intend to do is another. It is very dif-
ficult to judge from the evidence precisely
what they might intend. I think all of you
know that most of the announcements that
they have made about actual accomplish-
ments in space have been borne out by the
weight of evidence; and we have so an-
nounced, as officlals of this Government from
time to time.

I don’t believe they have announced that
they intended to join the spacecraft.

Question. Mr. Webb, along that same line,
if I may: Has our tracking system confirmed
the Soviet version of the flight of the two
cosmonauts?

Mr. WeeB. Again I would like to refer that
to Dr. Dryden.

Dr. DrypEN. I think I would say that I
don't think that we should discuss how
much or how little we confirm. I will sim-
Ply make the statement that the knowledge
avallable to us does confirm that they
launched the two ships, as they said; that
they were launched within a very short time
of each other; that they made what Chair-
man Ehrushchev described as a group flight,
and I call your attention to his choice of
words. I am convinced myself that if they
had made anything like a rendezvous that
they would announce it immediately.

Question. Dr. Dryden, are you saying that
they fired a couple of men——

Mr. WesB. Wait a minute.

There are two questions. Can we let Dr,
Seamans have a quick comment there?

Dr. Seamans. I would add to what Dr. Dry-
den said. He didn't mean that they both left
terra firma at exactly the same time, but
rather that the second spacecraft was
launched very close to the intended time,
so that it would end up in orbit close to the
first spacecraft.

Question. Sir, are you saying, then, that
what they did was launch a couple of
manned cannonballs into space on very close
orbit, but that apparently they did not try
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to adjust the orbits once in space with on-
board propulsion?

Dr. DrypEN. I do not know whether they
adjusted the orbits or not.

Question. Why can we not get American
tracking data on that? Apparently the Rus-
slans know what they did. Why shouldn’t
the American people find out what they
did?

Dr. DeypEnN. I think your question is a
good one. I think I have given you the
information which is solid. They have done
what they sald they did. I do not know
whether they did anything more than this
at the present time.

Question. Dr. Dryden, what do you think
was their intent? What do you think they
meant by “group flight"?

Dr. DrRYDEN. Group flight means two things
flying together, like two airplanes in group
formation.

Question. Is there any advantage in send-
ing two men up in——

Dr. Drypen. The stated objective of the
Russians, as I understand it, was to subject
two men to identical space exposures, and
welghtlessness, to see whether there was any
effect on the particular individual. This was
announced, I believe, in the news from Mos-
cow as the primary purpose of the flight,
plus the obvious one of longer duration,
which is needed to do this.

Question. Dr. Dryden, we know we have a
radar tracking network——

Mr. WesB. We had a question from the
back ahead of you, please.

Question. In other words, do you fear, Dr.
Dryden, there might be military implica-
tions?

Dr. DrypEN. No, any more than there is
military implications in any activity in
space. I think the Russlans did a thor-
oughly professional job in the launching of
these two satellites.

Mr. Wess. Certainly this technology is a
base for military potential. The real ques-
tion, I think, is at what time and in what
manner will a decision be reached with re-
spect to specific military missions and opera-
tions. I think this basically is the ques-
tion.

This technology, just as our own tech-
nology, is the foundation for many things.
The question of whether this particular
flight would have military significance I
would think ought to be answered by the
military people perhaps more than by us.
We regard it as a demonstration of very real
technical capacity.

Would you want to add anything to that,
Bob?

Dr. Seamans. No, I think it is well stated.

Question. Mr. Webb, in connection with
your answer before, just to clarify this, you
were asked whether you thought we would
be ahead of the Russians, and you sald you
thought in the next decade we would be in
a satisfactory position. Could you answer
specifically whether you think in the next
decade we will be ahead of the Russians?

Mr. Wese. I think what I was asked is
whether I agreed with another statement
saying that we couldn’t possibly catch up in
the next 10 years.

I think you must think of these programs,
if you are thinking at the policy level, of the
resources to be Invested, of the reaction
you may have to any one of these street cor-
ners that you pass going down the street, as
Dr. Dryden has characterized it.

My own bellef is that the bringing to bear
through the resources that the Government
is applying, the utilization of those resources
to mobilize industry will give us a position
satisfactory to the United States. Whether
you say we will be ahead with respect to
some specific kind of an event, I think we
will make the manned lunar landing and
return before they do. ;

Question. Mr, Webb, I don't know whether
I should direct this to you or Dr. Dryden.
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There have been varying reports, none from
Russia of course, about the size and welight
of the two latest spacecraft. One Danish
newspaper today, a Communist newspaper,
sald it was 815 tons.

Do you have any information as to whether
the two latest spacecraft were actually larger
and heavier than the previous ones of Ga-
garin and Titov?

Mr. WesBB. I believe Dr. Dryden answered
that before.

Dr. DrRYDEN, We have no definite informa-
tion. As you know, the former Vostok was
10,000 pounds. We know that the same
booster has put 14,000 pounds in orbit in
the Venus shot.

Question. Does the fact that they were ex-
ercising and moving around in the cabin in-
dicate it was a larger cabin?

Dr. DeypEN. The television plctures I saw
didn't indicate any possibility of moving
around, They could stir in the chair and
lean over, but I did not see any evidence
that they could move around in the sense
of walking around.

Question. Dr. Dryden, were there any in-
dications that any forces other than natural
decays through atmospheric drag were oper-
ating on these two Russian satellites from
the moment they were injected until the
moment they came back? Did they have
on-board rocket propulsion?

Dr. DrYpEN. I do not know, from anything
that I have seen.

Question. I would like to ask Dr. Holmes
if he sees in the tracking data from the
Soviet flight any tipoff to the technigues
they are going to use for a lunar voyage;
and if he does, whether or not it gives him
any doubts about our program.

Mr. HoLmEes. No, on all counts.

Mr. WeBB. You see, you can’t read the out-
line of a broad program from one event in
the program. One of the Russian cosmo-
nauts stated, as reported in the press, that
this was like the first steps of a baby. You
can't tell which baby will win the race in
the track meet at age 16 or 18 from the first
steps taken. This is their own characteriza-
tion. It is not a bad one.

Dr. Drypen. I think if you just look at
the record, it has been a little over a year
since any manned activity by the Russians
until this present flight.

Question. Dr. Dryden, could you tell us
the significance of that last statement?
What is the significance of that?

Dr. DrYDEN. Well, it has not been a vigor-
ously pushed activity program. There have
been no flights since about a year ago.

Question. Is there any indication they
had failures, attempted flights?

Dr. DrYpEN. I know of none.

Question. Dr. Dryden, can we just clear up
the other point of Dr. Lovell's comment,
which was that from a technological view-
point he thought that the Russians could
now knock down or remove any American
satellite at a moment in orbit.

Dr. DrypEN. I think there are easier ways
than this of doing that.

Question. What does that mean?

Dr. DrypEN. Well, if you decided you
wanted to knock down satellites, I don’t
think you would do it by sending up a
manned satellite at the moment.

Question. Dr. Dryden, if they tried to go
to the moon by putting together a dozen
or so Vostoks, how long do you think it
would take them?

Dr. DaypeEN. I don’t know. Your estimate
is about the same as mine. If you use the
figures of 10,000 and 14,000 pounds, it would
take at least 7 to 10 loads put together to
go to the moon.

Question. NASA rejected this approach of
multiple rendezvous. Why did NASA reject
t!:aatllappmmh if it is feasible, or is it feasible
a ?

Dr. Seamans. It represents a very difficult
problem to take up exactly the right elements
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so that -they will all nicely fit together and
can be nicely checked out in orbit before
going to the moon.

Dr. DeYpeEN. I think some of you asked
about the e from a rendezvous
polnt of view, This attempt, if it was an
attempt, represents the simplest case where
you launch both wvehicles from the same
launch region, with the same facllities and
the same orbital plane.

It is a little bit more difficult problem to
change orbital plane and to rendezvous with
an object which is not in the same orbital
plane. In other words, this is the first step;
assuming that it is the first step in rendez-
vous, there is still a lot more to be done be-
fore rendezvous is accomplished.

Question. Is there any possibility of ren-
dezvousing outside of a different plane than
the one originally projected? If so, about
how many degrees out of phase could it
rendezvous?

Dr. DeYDEN. I don't know. These two or-
bits, as you know, were within 2 minutes
of the same inclination, and differing only
a few miles in the orbital elements.

Question. Couldn't there be a takeoff for
the moon from such an orbit?

Dr. DRYDEN. Not manned. It takes a
weight, as my friend out here estimated, he
said 12 times—I sald 7 to 10 times—the load
of one of these boosters.

Question. Dr. Seamans, or Dr. Holmes, I
wonder if you would comment on the ac-
curacy of the guidance involved, and also the
ability, the apparent ability of the Russians
to do this on the first crack. Is this by any
means a criticism of our own program?

Dr. Seamans. My understanding is that as
far as guldance accuracy is concerned, what
they achieved is roughly comparable to what
we achieve in our Mercury flights. To me the
significant element here is that on the sec-
ond flight they were able to take off within
a limited period of time.

As you all know who have covered these
flights, countdowns can be protracted for
one reason or another,

Dr. DrYDEN. You might spell that out in a
little more detail. If you look at the orbital
elements of the Glenn fiight and the Car-
penter flight, they are within the limits
shown by these two spacecraft, although
they were launched at different times.

Question. Mr. Webb, you mentioned a few
minutes ago about the resources we are de-
voting to our program. Do you think we are
devoting enough resources if, as you say, we
are going to beat the Russians to the moon?

Mr. WeeB. This is a very difficult question.
This Government is a representative govern-
ment. The programs of the Government
were outlined by the President in his budget,
recommended by him to the Congress, then
passed on by the Congress. The President
has weighed the requirements of this pro-
gram as against all others in the Govern-
ment. He has made his recommendations.
The Congress has in a bipartisan way almost
xanhnously approved those recommenda-

ns,

Under the first recommendations made last
year, which stepped the program up to about
$1.7 billion, and did include a driving effort
to build big boosters and a family of manned
spacecraft, we made tremendous progress
over the past year.

We have gotten the Mercury moving to-
ward a 1-day mission, we have got the Gem-
ini under contract with the boosters to fly
it, we have the Saturn program advanced
rapldly, looking to an advanced Saturn with
all of the units of the advanced Saturn al-
ready under contract. These are very large
accomplishments in that period of time.

It is this kind of trend that I think in-
dicates the power that this Nation's space

will show. Whether or not this kind
of doubling each year is enough, I would
say that it is going to answer the needs of
this Nation if the present buildup proceeds.
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On the other hand, there are other very
great needs of the Natlon and this Nation
will have to consider, very carefully, how it
utilizes space. At the present moment the
policy of the Government is to operate for a
peaceful benefit-of-mankind program to the
maximum extent possible. It has a military
program, but it is not in the mainstream of
this activity, technological development in
an open way. Whether you would have to
convert over toward this kind of a major
emphasis on military programs is a decision
that will have to come with time, depending
on all of the elements.

If such a thing should have to take place,
undoubtedly greater resources I think would
go into the program.

But right now we are golng to build a 7.5-
million-pound Saturn as rapidly as the in-
dustrial might of the United States can build
it, without going in parallel courses of devel-
opment. We might even have to decide to
overcome some obstacles with parallel
courses, as was done in the Manhattan
project. But I think a very real step-up in
the resources available has been made by this
administration and is having its effect.

Question. Mr. Webb, some of our top Air
Force officials, General LeMay, for one, have
expressed themselves many times in recent
months saying we are not doing enough mili-
tarily in space. Is there anything in these
flights which would lead you to believe that
he has a point?

Mr. Wese. The way you phrase your gues-
tion, you are asking me to agree or disagree
with General LeMay, who is Chief of Staff
of the Air Force, I don't really think I want
to do that. I have stated that the program
as outlined by the President, as endorsed by
the Congress and with funds provided by the
Congress to carry it out, is mainly to develop
the base of research, science, technology that
gives us the capacity to utilize that power
either militarily or for other purposes. The
policy is to try to utilize it for these other
purposes as long as possible.

I can understand the concern of military
men about this. I believe, as one administer
in this Government, that we do have a
balanced way to consider these items.

Question. Mr. Webb, if it were your decl-
sion, if you wanted to do it, could you take
over another pad if the range people down
there made it available to you, and lob two
men in two spacecrafts into similar orbits
for a 24-hour perlod.

Mr. Wess. Within what time period? It
takes a good deal of time to convert a launch
pad from previous use to one of this kind.

Question. I mean if a pad were available
to you, a second pad, other than 14, could
you duplicate what the Russians did, at least
insofar as putting two men in two space-
crafts into a similar orbit pattern?

Mr. Weese. I think it is doubtful if the
Atlas were the vehicle to be used.

Question. Is a further speedup in our pro-
gram possible, and have you four gentlemen

such a speedup since this flight?

Mr. Wess. The answer is “Yes, a speedup
in the program is possible.” The program, as
I have sald to the Senate Appropriation Com-
mittee last Friday, when requesting the
restoration of the funds that were eliminated
by the House, I said this is a fast-paced pro-
gram. It is not a crash program or an all-
automatic program. I think that is the way
you would characterize it.

If you want to convert from a very fast
paced program that is utilizing the state of
the art as it develops as rapidly as you can
do without an all-out or crash program, that
is what we now have.

If you want to convert it, we have the
capacity. We built an organization of able
men. We have tremendous resources work-
ing with us on this program. They could do
more,

Question. Have you gentlemen discussed
that? X
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Mr. Wess. Yes, we have discussed the prob-
lems, the review of this program. We are
continuously discussing this kind of a ques-
tion here. We are in very close touch with
the Defense Department. Mr. McNamara
was over here for lunch a few weeks ago. We
go over there. We meet once a month for a
pretty thorough discussion.

We are reviewing—it is no secret from
you gentlemen—he and I and the Budget
Director are glving very active consideration
to the total space program looking toward
the 1964 budget.

I would not want to leave the impression
that we would recommend to the President
or that he will send to the Congress a supple-
mental appropriation for the fiscal year 1963,
I doubt that that will take place.

But again I cannot speak for the Presi-
dent in that regard. Governments may come
that would indicate that. But I do think
that in connection with the continuation of
the present drive of our ongoing program,
you could spend money faster if you wanted
to convert it into a program. But this would
result in rather large budget figures here and
in the Defense Department,

Question. How large, sir?

Mr. Wess. I don't want to try predicting an
exact amount, especially where military pro-
grams are concerned.

You know that this year our program, as
recommended by the President, was about
$3.9 billion, including a supplemental re-
guest. The military figures were announced
to be about $1.5 billlon. You add those
together and you are between $5.56 and &6
billion for this year for both programs.

If you wanted to convert this to what you
might call an all-out program in connec-
tion with NASA, you would go beyond, say,
85 to #5.56 billion a year. You might go
beyond $6 billion a year for this organization.

Question. Could you give us an idea of
some of the things you might do if you were
to move from a fast-pace to a crash-basis
program?

Mr. Wess. I think Ishould leave it to these
gentlemen. I will start the discussion by
saying that I think we would look at hydro-
gen technology on which our upper stages
are all based. We might start some parallel
developments in this area of hydrogen tech-
nology. If we had an upper stage to put on
our present Saturn C-1 today, we could do
a great deal. This would give us a weight-
lifting capacity greater than that that has
been demonstrated by the Russians up to
now.

Maybe other gentlemen here might want
to comment on that.

There are probably other things we would
do in the sclentific exploration to accumulate
the knowledge that would permit us to gen-
erate real power in space. We have a good
program there and it is ongoing. But in the
development of the hardware and the tech-
nology, we might invest more resources if we
want to try to get boost capacity somewhat
faster.

Question, When do you expect the Ad-
vanced Saturn, and how much time would
you gain if you had a crash program?

Mr. Wess. Just a minute. 'We haven't
quite answered that question unless you are
satisfied with that answer.

Mr. Hormes. I was satisfled with it. I
think it would be unrealistic not to say that
an all-out crash program, where national
survival, where funds you say were unlimited
or secondary, that certainly in parallel devel-
opments, you would work less efficlently by
working people more overtime. You would
do all this kind of thing which I don’t believe
leads to a better program. But if it were
that kind of a crash effort that is what you
would do and that is where you would spend
your money.

Mr. Wese. We will learn a vast amount
from the Geminl program not only about
extended welghtlessness with our men but
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also with respect to the rendezvous tech-
nigque. We will be working in intimate
association with the military services who
will launch the Atlas and the Agena with
which our craft will rendezvous,

The Gemini is now on a two-shift basis,
Would you put it on a 21;-shift basis?
Actually, when you are doing this advanced
technology, it 18 not easy to transfer the
particular job from a man who has worked
B hours during the day to a man who
is going to work 8 hours during the
night and then make another transfer to
pick up the same job to do on the third
shift. These are the kinds of questions you
have to consider.

You can get more done. It will be done
inefficiently. We believe we have a program
that marries all of the considerations in
an effective way, and is going to give results
that the American people will be proud of.

Question., When do you expect to have the
Advanced Saturn C, and when could you get
it if you had a crash program?

Mr. Wees. Bob, do you want to answer the
first part of that?

Dr, Seamans. 1965, the first part. I don’t
know what Brainerd thinks he could do it
he had unlimited resources.

Mr. HoLMEs. 1965 1s surely correct.

If you can tell me how much unlimited
resources and what the ground rules are,
I could give you a new date. I wouldn’t
hazard it this way.

Question. The only ground rules are in
the context of what we are talking about
now, what Mr. Webb referred to as a crash
program?

Mr. Wees. Would you give it a higher
priority than some of our military programs?
This is the kind of question you would have
to answer in that regard. Undoubtedly some
of the resources required to advance these
big boosters would cut into the effort now
going into military programs and I would
like to say, as a matter of policy, wherever
there has been a question of a military pro-
gram utilizing resources, we have always
taken the position in this agency and in the
Government that that comes ahead of our
work in the industrial placing of contracts.

Question. Let me settle it for you. If
the premise were set that it was militarily
important to get to the moon in a hurry,
and therefore you did get some of that
money, how much time could you save if you
had a crash program?

Mr. Wess. It isn't money. It is a question
of changing men from work on missiles and
warheads into building big boosters. That
is the kind of question.

Dr. Seamans. I think it ought to be clear
that the Advanced Saturn is being developed
in a very aggressive fashion. It does have
a DX priority. I am sure that you can al-
ways save a few months of time, but no
matter how much effort on it, you are not
going to save very much time.

Question. In other words, even with a
crash program:

Dr. SEamans. What you are really doing
is providing greater assurance of meeting a
particular target date, rather than of guar-
anteeing that you are going to speed it up.

Mr. Hormes. Optimistically, it will be 6
months to a year. It is that sort of thing.

Question. The best you can do with a
crash program is 6 months to a year?

Mr. HoLMmEs. On the Advanced Saturn.

Mr. Wess. I think you must bear in mind
that this program now, and the manpower
going into it, is doubling every year and
has done so for the last several years. It
will double again with the money now being
appropriated by the Congress. The gques-
tion is, do you want to do more than double
every year? This is a great national de-
cision.

Question. Mr. Webb, you say that we are
going to land a man on the moon before
the Russians. Mr. Holmes sald that the
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two men just sent up didn't have any sig-
nificance in the moon race. But in the past
few days a lot of people, scientists and lay-
men, have taken the opposite view, that the
Russians are pulling ahead rather than our
catching up, and they don't see any event,
any program that will be a point when we
will catch and overtake the Russians.

Mr. Wees, First I said that my opinion is
that we will meet the date set by President
Eennedy of making the landing in this
decade, and I think we will do it, consider-
ing all of the resources we are putting into
it in advance of the Russians. That is really
what I said.

The second, I don't think Mr. Holmes said
there was no significance in connection with
the lunar program of the flights made by
the Russians. These, as I stated earlier, are
demonstrations of a very real technological
capacity, an ability to plan and engineer
and build and fly vehicles that can carry
men for extended periods of time. They have
this significance of advancing one more step
of the first, you might almost say, steps
of an infant out into space, the infant hu-
man race. They do have significance. BSo
I wouldn't say they have no significance.

The people who have been making state-
ments that this has more significance than
we believe it has have to speak for them-
selves. You have to judge them on the
basis of their knowledge. We are responsible
Government officials here giving you the best
we can as to what the situation really is.

Question. What point in the program, or
what accomplishment do you see the United
States able to do before the Russians are
able to do it? What year will that be in?

Mr. WeBB. Let me add one point to the
previous statement.

You see, in this country we have had a
tendency for a great many people over a
period of years who felt we ought to have a
program to rush out with a great many
statements about the need for a program and
where we stand and catastrophic events that
would come if no program were developed, A
good many of these people are still sort of
making speeches related to the past with-
out relating them to the on-going drive
and force of this stream of effort that is now
going in. So I think you have got to judge
them against the program as you know it, as
it has been released, as we have presented
it to the Congress.

With respect to the specific items that you
asked, when will we do one thing or another
ahead of them, I don't know what they are
going to do. We were rather expecting a
multimanned flight at some time. I have
stated many times, and so have my col-
leagues, that they would probably do a
multimanned orbital flight around the
earth before we could. They will probably
do a circumlunar multimanned flight before
we had the booster capacity to do it. But
when it comes to doing all of the things
required to make a landing on the moon and
return, our program was going to develop
the power to do that ahead of them. They
may take a different tack than anything that
we have indicated.

We ourselves may change our program. We
have pointed out very, very clearly that we
are developing technological capacity and
that we are going to be guided by the de-
velopments that occur, that we are running
a flexible program, and that we will, if we
run into an insuperable obstacle in one
area, we will move over and do something
else. So I don't think you can match up
the planned schedule which we have an-
nounced with some, say, speculation as to
what their planned schedule may be.

Question. Dr. Seamans, there are in-
creasing scientific and engineering doubts
being weighed now that we may be over-
programed; that with Mercury, Gemini, and
Apollo, and a versatile booster of unmanned
satellites, we may be attempting to whack
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off too big a plece at once and we
could get there a lot faster if we simplified
our programs. What is your answer to that?

Dr. Seamans., My answer to that is that we
have very carefully reviewed the Mercury,
the Gemini, and the Apollo in order to have
a concerted effort that would get the maxi-
mum out of each one of these projects. We
think they all play a very real role in the
total manned space effort, and we would be
most reluctant to give up any part of the
program. We feel that we are learning
as we go along with the Mercury up to 1
day, with Gemini, with several astronauts
up to a week or more with rendezevous
capability, and then with Apollo If you
notice the way the program is organized, no
one of these projects is contingent upon the
other in the sense that one contractor
has several of these jobs and hence might
serve as a bottleneck,

Question. But are you not diffusing your
scientific manpower and budget by so many
things?

Dr. DrYpEN. Let me try a hand at that.

When the space agency was formed we took
over the then existing Saturn project. This
is now going forward. In a year or two we
will be fiying this.

The only way to advance space flight is to
fly. And the astronauts of the United States
cannot rely on the flight experience of the
astronauts of some other country.

If you stopped Mercury and Gemini, you
would do nothing in the way of space filght
until the other vehicles came along. We are
using what we have got. We are using
Atlas, Titan in the Gemini program. You
can't use a booster that you don't have.
And it does not seem wise to stop all manned
space flight until you have the C-5, for
example. This just doesn't make any sense.

We couldn't suspend our operations, close
down all our tracking teams for 18 months
and then try to revive it again. Just because
somebody else In another country flles an
airplane, we don't stop training our pilots
and say they have flown, there aren't all
these mysterious effects, We have to get the
experience with our own people. And to get
the experience we have to keep flying.

Mr. WesB. Let me take one little cut at
that. We have talked a lot about big
boosters. When we planned the Mercury
program, the Atlas was the biggest booster
we had. When the Titan became available,
we planned the Gemini program to use the
Titan and which was the biggest booster
available to us and put under development
the Advanced Baturn which will give us a
10 times bigger booster.

Bo we are actually using the biggest boost-
ers we have to get the biggest manned
spacecraft into use as early as possible.

I think Dr. Dryden alluded to that, but I
would like to put it In those terms.

Question. Dr. Dryden, aside from what-
ever Soviet planning or intent might be in-
volved, what do you think their chances
are, capabilitywise, to circumlunar flight
without landing on the moon? Are they
close to 1t?

Dr. DrypEN. I think I have been telling
you and the Congress for years that there
is a possibility that the Soviets can do cir-

than that, that we co‘uld do that as early
as they can. It is for this reason, in fact,
that our national goal was set at the lunar
flight because this does require another
booster on the part of the Russians as well
as ourselves,

Ever since the space agency has been
formed we have been waiting for this other
shoe to be dropped. People have told us
every month, the Russians are going to pro-
duce this big booster in the next few months,
Now 4 years have gone by and they have
not yet shown us this big booster. To the
best of our knowledge they have developed
lighter weight nuclear weapons and ballistic
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missiles rather than bigger space boosters.
This is not to say that they may not be
doing this. All I am saying is that they
will require a bigger booster to land men
on the moon, and it was largely for that
reason, I think, that the goal was selected
that far into the future.

Question. Dr. Dryden, what would your
guess be about what the next Soviet mis-
slon would be? We didn't go very far wrong
with our guess on this one, We sald a multi-
manned mission, one man in two vehicles,
What would your guess be about the next
one?

Dr. DeypEN. I don't really know. They
may, of course, continue along the line of
development of a rendezvous. We don't
know exactly what their experience has been
with these two men. All we know is that
they have survived it. We know nothing
as yet about the effects which have been
measured on the two men.

I think that it is possible now that they
will move to a multimanned mission of some
sort with more than one man in the same
vehicle. Certainly the weights that are
avallable to them would seem to make this
possible.

Question. Would NASA find this kind of
group flight useful?

Dr. DRYDEN. Not as a step In our program
at the present time. This brings to mind
the fact that our own rendezvous experi-
ments are planned between a manned ve-
hicle and an unmanned vehicle. It is not
necessary that the rendezvous be between
two manned vehicles.

Question. Do you think it is possible this
was & stunt, something that they could have
done before?

Dr. DrypENn. The characteristic of the
Russian program has been to seek for some-
thing startling and new. This 1s quite cor-
rect. Whether you want to call this a stunt
or not, I don't know. It has moved forward
in advancing their technical capabilities. I
don't think you want to underestimate that.

Question. There have been proposals, Alr
Force in origin, for Air Force crew partici-
pation in Gemini or Gemini-type flights,
and also for a military orbital test satellite.
Can you comment at all on the status of
these proposals in terms of interface——

Mr. Wees. As T have sald, we have had
the very closest coordinated effort. We have
many common projects. The X-15 is a con-
crete example. The Gemini project itself
involves their launching of the Atlas and
the Agena, the unmanned part of the pro-
gram.

We have invited them to submit names of
astronauts for the new group. They have
done so. And undoubtedly most of the new
astronauts will be men from our armed
services. All of the present ones are.

When you say participation in the crews,
all of the present crews have come from the
Department of Defense.

Question. I didn't mean it that way, sir.
I meant more in terms of programs that
would be, or a program that would be in
conjunction with the Geminl program to
give specific military crew experience in
orbital space flight.

Mr. Wees. I would say that just as our
program, the civilian program, has used mili-
tary boosters, if we develop vehicles that
are useful to them, all of us in the Govern-
ment would be most happy for them to use
them.

Question. Mr, Webb, one final clarification
on spending. You sald that a faster rate of
spending, faster than the doubling each year,
could speed up our program. But you
haven't said, I think, whether you yourself
will recommend this.

Mr. WeeB. You see, I haven't decided ex-
actly what position would be in the inter-
est of this agency, comsidering the total
problem. I have to consider the specifie
things we want, but I have to do it in the
light of the total program.
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Remember, I have to sit as a member of
the Bpace Council, as well as the Adminis-
trator of this agency. This means a slightly
different responsibility than just to advocate
a program for this agency as against all
others,

Question. This Russlan flight has not
changed your mind about this rate of spend-
ing?

Mr. Wess. No, it has not. I think we have
a solld program that ls going to get a real
job done and in faster order than most peo-
ple think, or at least the critics think.

Question. Mr. Webb, if I heard you cor-
rectly, you have sald fairly positively that
we will beat the Russians to the moon?

Mr. Wess. I have sald in my opinion, eon-
sidering the rapid advance of our program
and the resources being devoted to it, if con-
tinued conslstently and utilized effectively
over the perlod of this decade, I think we
will make the lunar landing and return be-
fore they do.

Question. Dr. Dryden, if I heard him cor-
rectly, sald we are not sure where they stand
on their booster program. So how do you
reconcile this?

Mr. Wees. I don't know that we can ex-
actly reconcile every comment that we make
here. I am judging as an administrator on
the basis of what happens when you put
large resources into a program like this, and
my judgment is that it will be very difficult
for them to make the rate of progress that
these resources invested here indicate for
us. He may be judging on a technical
ground.

Question. But if they started test firing
big boosters tomorrow, it would indicate they
might beat us. Is it just optimism?

Dr. DrypEN. They would have to man-rate
this booster, as we will.

Question, If they started, say, 3 years—if
they should start next month, for example,
do we actually know——

Dr. DrypEN. There are 8 years between now
and the end of the decade. If you talk
about a leadtime of this much; then inten-
sive effort could make up a gap of that sort.

Mr. Wess. But if they should begin to fiy
next month, as you say, something like the
SBaturn C-5, it would undoubtedly change
my mind.

Question. I was curious if you had any in-
formation on the state of the art of their
boosters, or if the statement was supported
by hope and optimism?

Mr. Wese. It is judgment.

Question. Mr. Webb, I am a little un-
certain about an earlier question. Did you
say that we had tracked the Soviet——

Mr. Weee. No, I didn't say. I referred the
question to Dr. Dryden, and he answered as
best he could at the time.

Question. Have we been tracking it?

Dr. DrypEN. I think the only statement to
make Is this: The NASA tracking system is
designed to track our own vehicles primarily.
During this period we have been tracking
seven vehicles, as I see, or eight, including
tracking of Echo, which some citizens still
seem to want. This is quite a workload on
our network,

We are able, as are many amateurs, to re-
cord voice and telemetry on 20 megacycles,
and we are doing some of that.

Question. Are any Government agencies
tracking?

Dr. DrYpEN. You will have to ask the Gov-
ernment agencies involved. It is not our
mission to track.

Question. For how many years will the
program double annually?

Mr, Weee. I think if the declision of the
Nation is to—I doubt in 1864 that the build-
up of the program will require a doubling.
This is a decision the President will have
to make. So I would guess that 1963, with-
out changing the status of the program,
would be the last year that it would double.
But I think the increase for 1864 would be
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quite substantial, something slightly less
than double.

Question. Dr. Dryden, did I understand
you correctly that you belleve the Russians
could make a circumlunar trip with their
present booster and capsule combination?

Dz, DrypeN. It is very marginal. I don't
know.

Question. How many ships today are the
Russian space people working?

Dr. DrYDEN. I don't know.

Question. Mr, Webb, there has been a
growing school of thought until the last
weekend that possibly the Russians have
abdicated on their race to the moon and we
are going on our own. Based on last week-
end are you convinced that that assumption
was erroneous?

Mr. Wess. I don't think you can run the
programs of the United States on what you
describe as the growing feeling over a period
of time. We have a program which is fund-
ed by the Congress, and is proceeding to do
the things that we regard as necessary in our
national interest, and we expect to push
ahead meeting that schedule in every way
that we possible can.

I would like to point out to you another
thing that is very, very important here. In
the process of putting this program in mo-
tion, we have accumulated a basic ground
network of resources from assembly and
large test areas like the Mississippl test
facility to large launching capacity at the
cape, to connections between Hunftsville,
Michoud, Mississippi, and the cape and the
manned spacecraft center at Houston. This
is a capacity on which you could build an ac-
celerated program very readily. It is some-
thing that would take you a long time to
accumulate if you didn't have it.

We have the basis in our ongoing pro-
gram, including the network of facilities, to
move very rapldly if this should be the na-
tional decision.

Question. Sir, do you know anything new
now about Russian landing techniques, and
are they landing on dry land? If so, how?

Mr. WesB. May I refer that to Dr. Dryden?

He sald “anything new” on the techniques.

Dr. DrypEN. I don't know of anything new.
I suppose that they are landing by para-
chute, as they have been doing, mainly.

Question. Mr. Webb, is there any feeling
in NASA that this shot was designed to
overshadow the anniversary of the Berlin
wall, this particular timing?

Mr. WeBB., We are not the department to
make those kinds of analyses. We have done
the research In aeronautics here for many
years and are still doing it.

We are doing the research in technology
and development in space, and have become
operational as an agency for space flights.
We are not trying to assess the political in-
tentions of these other countries.

Question. Dr. Dryden, could you estimate
what kind of a payload they could escape
into a circumlunar trajectory with the ex-
isting Vostok carrier? .

Dr. Seamans. As you know, about 50 per-
cent of what you put into earth orbit you
‘can take into an escape mode. Giving them
the full benefit of, say 14,000 pounds, with
one, if they can rendezvous them, which is
questionable for this particular mission, they
would then have 14,000 pounds in a lunar
trajectory, which is a very, very small weight
for this particular mission,

Mr. WeBs. You mean they would have it in
an earth orbit?

Dr. Seamans. If you took up two. If it
were just one, they could take about 7,000
pounds on a trajectory to the moon.

Question. 14,000 pounds, including its
rocket motors to accelerate from earth orbit?

Dr. Beamans. If you start out with 14,000
pounds in earth orbit you will end up, if
you have the right configuration and the
right propulsion, including high-energy pro-
‘pellants, they might end up with 7,000
pounds on a trajectory to the moon.
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Question, I would like to ask Dr. Holmes,
What are some of the things you would do
if you had the Soviet booster capacity at
your disposal?

Mr. HoLmEs. Before answering that direct-
1y, I would like to point out—and I don't
mean to be sanguine at all—but I think that
we have known for some time that the
Sovlets have had a booster that they have
used over and over and it should be reliable
by use, and it is, and it did have a thrust
much larger than anything we have had. I
think the experiment or mission, whatever
you want to call it, as performed, every ele-
ment of it is directly related to just exactly
that faect, from the timing of launch, relia-
bility of the booster, from the size or ca-
pacity of the object launched, the payload
capacity of the booster, from the reliability
which they must have had in their environ-
mental systems to operate over that period
of time, payload capacity again, size, nothing
crammed together.

So that I think if we had the booster, now
to answer your question, in other words, I
don't think it is surprising, I think it is an
accomplishment but it is something we knew
they had all along. If we had that booster
I think we probably would be doing the
kind of thing that we are heading for doing
with Gemini earlier.

In other words, we are struggling in this
country, as Mr. Webb has pointed out, and
Dr. Dryden and Dr. Seamans, for more booster
capacity. And if we had that capacity today
we certainly would be doing longer mission
flights or maybe multimanned fiights, or
things where you could experiment with
more weight in orbit at an earlier date.

Mr. WesB. I think maybe some of you are
getting tired of this. We can take a couple
of more questions. I don't want to cut it
off if you want to stay.

Question. I have a psychological question,
about psychological atmosphere in the NASA,
in some sections of NASA. The thing is that
some honorable reporters from Cape Ca-
naveral quoted some NASA representatives,
and named them, as saying some rather
gloomy predictions. For example, a miracle
needed to beat Russians in the moon drive.

Some of your papers pointed out about the
difficulties and the pessimistic mood of
NASA. Can you comment on this?

Mr. Wees. I think you would have to
judge that. We are here, the senior officials
concerned with this, and we have expressed
our opinions to you very freely in answer to
your questiomns. Any such persons from the
cape are not authorized to speak for the
agency, nor were they in full possession of all
the facts that we gentlemen have.

I think you have to judge that on the
basis of the answers we give to your ques-
tions.

I do not feel pessimistic, if you ask me
personally.

Question. I understood your position, but
still the papers, for example, some morning
papers—and it is widely publicized in the
whole provineial press—said about some
sections of NASA.

Dr. DrypeEN, There are 22,000 people in
NASA, If you can't find one pessimist
among them, there is something wrong.

Dr, Seamans. I would like to say, I am not
a bit gloomy. We don’t claim to be per-
fect prophets, but as others have sald, we
anticipated that the Soviets would be carry-
ing out additional flights. We have laid out
an extremely good program.

We have, we think, excellent resources
within NASA. We know we have excellent
resources In our industrial complex. We
know that our universities have a very strong
scientific background. And this country is
moving into space.

Mr. Wess. I think you could say one other
thing. There were people here a year or two
ago who were saying: What is the use of do-
ing anything because you will never catch
the Russians? I would say that seldom in
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the history of any nation has as much been
accomplished in a 12-month period of time
as this agency has accomplished in a very
advanced area of science, technology, opera-
tlons, and courageous men to fly the
vehicles.

Question. Thank you very much, sir,

(Thereupon, at 4:256 p.m., the conference
was concluded.)

NEEDED: CONGRESSIONAL HEAR-
INGS ON MILITARY POTENTIALS
OF SOVIET MANNED SPACECRAFT
PROGRAM

Mr. WILEY. Madam President, the
Soviets success in orbiting Vostok III
and IV raises—in my judgment—new
questions about the military dangers to
free world security.

The two-Red-men-in-space project
demonstrated marked proficiency in
launching, controlling, maneuvering, in-
tercommunication in orbit, and landing
of manned spacecraft.

Further development of such manned
spacecraft has a great military poten-
tial, possibly for, first, locating and zero-
ing in on strategic targets in the free
world; second, either manning directly,
or guiding, missiles for attack; third,
keying attacks for destroying or neu-
tralizing free world strikeback power;
and fourth, playing a variety of major
rcles in any offensive launched by the
Communists.

Realistically, then, we must not be
caught with our “feet in cement” on
our launching pads, or asleep as before
Pearl Harbor. Rather, we must rapidly
appraise—and take measures to coun-
ter—any military advantages inherent in
the Soviet manned spacecraft program.

For this reason, I am proposing that
Congress, prior to adjournment, conduct
hearings on the military potential of
these new developments in space. The
hearings, including testimony from the
Defense Department, NASA, and other
scientific and military experts, I believe,
would serve the interests of our long-
range national security.

Globally, there has persisted hope—
if waning—that outer space would be
dedicated to peaceful purposes. Official-
ly this is the goal of U.S. policy.

Unfortunately, however, the Commu-
nists have been unwilling to agree realis-
tically on arms control on earth. More-
over, there is no evidence to demonstrate
their willingness fo agree—other than
verbally—to limiting space activities to
peaceful, nonmilitary purposes.

Because of these factors, then, I be-
lieve it is extremely urgent that we ob-
tain, as soon as possible, a realistic evalu-
ation of the military dangers of these
new developments in space; and follow-
ing this, undertake the appropriate,
realistic measures to provide for our
security.

COOPERATION IN WESTERN WATER
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IS A
TWO-WAY STREET
Mr. MOSS. Madam President, the

common interest we in the Federal Gov-

ernment have with the State govern-
ments in solving our mutual problems—
and particularly our water resource de-
velopment problems—was spelled out in
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some detail in a speech made by Recla-
mation Commissioner Floyd E. Dominy
at a meeting of the Association of West-
ern State Engineers in Salt Lake City,
Utah, on August 15.

The speech summarized the fields in
which advancement must be made if we
are to make our second 60 years of rec-
lamation development as fruitful for the
West as the first 60 years have been, I
ask unanimous consent that Mr. Dom-
iny’s excellent address be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

COOPERATION IN WESTERN WATER RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT Is A Two-WAY STREET
(By Commissioner of Reclamation Floyd E.
Dominy)

The theme of this meeting: “How the In-
dividual States Can Best Fit Into the Re-
sources Development Program,” suggests an
obvious and simple answer when applied to
the water resources fleld.

The States belong right in the middle of
it—doing everything States can do, in co-
operation with local and private entities and
the Federal Government.

These views, which I have held during
more than a quarter of a century of Federal
service, and which I still hold, were not de-
veloped during my years in Washington.
They were conceived on the drought-parched
plains of the neighboring State of Wyoming
during the 1930's when I was a young
county agricultural agent trying to cope
with the twin disasters of drought and eco-
nomic depression.

And if there are times when you think you
have a bellyful of troubles as a State engil-
neer—and I know from mutual experience
that you have those moments—just consider
my predicament as a county agent, fresh
out of college, when hordes of grasshoppers
and crickets moved into my predominantly
agricultural county and stripped its drought-
seared croplands as bare as a table.

‘Well, someone has observed that every
obstacle is an opportunity. This was cer-
tainly true in that case, because we all
pitched in and worked, not only to salvage
a stricken agricultural economy but also to
improve our soil and water resources against
future emergencies of this type.

Thanks to cooperative Federal-State-local
programs, we not only found remunerative
work for our distressed livestockmen, but
we also directed that effort into building
stock water ponds, wells, contour ditches,
and other land and water conservation fa-
cilities. These depression-born improve-
ments contributed to a more stable agricul-
tural economy after the drought was ended
and the water cycle turned upward.

This nostalgic reference to the droughts of
the thirties has more than cursory literally
interest. Those of us who passed through
that distressing experience can't help but
twinge inwardly at the recent dry spells
ranging from California and the intermoun-
tain area to the drought in the extreme
East. These sectional droughts, even if they
are followed by an ample water supply
season such as this area is now enjoying,
demonstrate that however much we have
accomp! in storage contruction and
other water supply improvement in the West
since the midthirties—and it has been a
tremendous achievement—we are still sus-
ceptible in some areas to the devastation of
heavy, prolonged cyclic droughts. For this
reason I am especlally pleased to meet with
you to discuss common problems of water
resource development.

Aside from the vagaries of climate, there
are other compellingly urgent reasons for
the development and conservation of our
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water resources, Perhaps the first of these is
the rapidly growing population and indus-
trialization of the West. Last spring, your
bosses, the western Governors, directed a
letter to my boss's boss, President Kennedy.
The Governors made this salient point on
growth pressures in the West in a cogent
statement on the accomplishments of and
continuing need for reclamation:

“Population growth in the Western States
is much higher than the national average,
and all known forecasts indlcates this trend
will continue., This will require intensive
development of the limited water resources
of the West, to meet the many diversified
requirements outlined in your own state-
ment quoted at the beginning of this
letter.”

The summary of diversified requirements
for water resource development to which
the Governor's letter referred was an excerpt
from President Kennedy's 1962 conservation
message to Congress. In that message early
this year, he stated:

“This administration adheres to the
policy enunciated in my natural resources
message of last year that our available water
supply will be used to provide maximum
benefits for all purposes—hydroelectric
power, irrigation and reclamation, naviga-
tlon, recreation and wildlife, and municipal
and industrial water supply. These diverse
uses and our future needs require thought-
ful preservation and full development of
our national water resources.”

As one of your colleagues on the firing
line in water resource development, I can
heartily subscribe to both of these policy
statements—that of the Chief Executive of
the Federal Government as well as that of
the heads of States in the semiarid and arid
West.

This, in fact, is the nub of our resource
development challenge—in an area histori-
cally deficlent in water supply, we are faced
with increasing muniecipal, industrial, and
other multipurpose water requirements,
while our limited supply of this basic re-
source is becoming more and more over-
taxed and the cost and complexity of project
development and construction are steadily
increasing. This serlous economic-technical
challenge confronts us while this Nation is
engaged in the second decade of a costly
cold war, as we invest multibillions in a shot
for the moon, and as other economic de-
mands, some of an emergency nature, coms-
pete with the public works program, both
on the National and State levels.

It is for this reason that I chose as my
title for this talk, “Cooperation in Western
Water Resource Development Is a Two-Way
Street.”” No one in this group, I am sure,
will seriously deny that our water supply
challenge is large and pressing. Nor that
cooperation of all water user groups and all
levels of government is demanded. These
obvious conclusions are implicit in the title.
Differences will be found largely in the de-
gree or means of cooperation to meet our ob-
jectives. Some extremists have gone so far as
to assert that all of the cooperation must
be done by the Federal Government.

Suffice it to say that cooperation at all
levels is essentlal, and it must be a two-way
street. We must cooperate with you and you
must reciprocate by cooperating with us—
and both of us must cooperate with the
water users. The common denominator of
all successful water projects—Federal, State,
and private—is cooperative effort to develop
and conserve water, If this salient fact is
kept in mind, the label on the project loses
much of its significance.

One of my chief responsibilities as an
agency administrator is to be aware of water
resource needs and problems in the States
and to keep you on the State level informed
of our problems and our program.

Every year at the National Reclamation
Association convention we schedule meetings
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with State delegations to discuss State prob-
lems. We also get together with State offi-
cials at meetings like this, and we are in
extremely close contact with you and your
water groups during the development and
legislative authorization of projects. Every
2 years, at the opening of a biennial session
of the Congress, we hold mutual briefing ses-
slons with members of your respective State
congressional delegations. Consequently we
feel that the Bureau of Reclamation, Wash-
ington office, and especially our field offices
are extremely well informed on problems and
accomplishments of the respective Western
States, and we hope that our agency informa-
tion program keeps you informed of our
activities.

I would like to mention a few of the
achievements on the State level that have
come to my attention. Please forgive me
if time does not permit an adequate inventory
of what individual States are doing in the
face of these unprecedented challenges, I
can at least suggest some highlights.

Foremost in any summary of State ac-
complishments would be the intensive efforts
of the State of California to plan and bring
to successful realization its vast State water
program. The internationally known State
water plan of California is an outstanding
example of a State's initiative, resourceful-
ness, and determination to increase its water
supplies in the decades to come. We are
pleased to be associated with this tremendous
undertaking in the Federal and joint fea-
tures of the San Luls unit, which will be
supplemented by the State facilities in the
plan for the 500-mile-long carrlage system
of the huge Feather River project.

The Texas State Board of Water Engineers
is making substantial contributions to the
investigations of the farflung Texas basins
project, a proposed Federal-State water re-
source development of the coastal basins of
the Lone Star State. There are many un-
usual and complex problems to be resolved on
this project, including major river crossings
for river-sized canals, Hurricanes and rain-
fall of as much as 24 inches in a single day
are included among these problems. The
State board is rendering continued assistance
and guldance to the Bureau of Reclamation
in resolving these and other complicated
engineering problems associated with this
project.

During the past 10 years, the State of
New Mexico has spent more than a million
dollars in its attack on water-wasting salt
cedar and other phreatophytes in the Middle
Rio Grande Valley. These efforts, along with
other State and Federal actlvities in evapo-
transpiration suppression, will benefit water
users throughout the Western United States
and in many other parts of the world.

The State of Nebraska has done much to
advance factual information on underground
water resources in the State. While assist-
ing with the development of extensive pump
irrigation facllities, the State has contrib-
uted extensively to the knowledge of the
technology of subsurface water develop-
ment—an extremely important area of re-
search and development for the future.

The State Water Board of Montana has a
longstanding program to construct water de-
velopment projects with State resources.
Perhaps the most significant of these is the
Broadwater-Missouri project, a fine irriga-
tion project on the Missourl River above
Helena. And there are a number of other
projects throughout the State.

Our host State of Utah, too, has an ex-
panding program of small project construc-
tion under the administration of the Utah
Water and Power Board.

These and other States have done much to
advance the technology and to magnify the
role of the States in water resource develop=
ment. You may be assured that your efforts
are known and appreciated by the Federal
agencies engaged in this field.
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In the limited time remaining, I would
like to deal with some specific areas in which
the States, the Federal Government, and
allied water resource organizations can well
accelerate our efforts, either individually,
cooperatively, or both. These are a few
things we can do or do more effectively to
meet water supply challenges of the future.

1. ACCELERATE RESEARCH, INVESTIGATIONS, AND
TECHNOLOGICAL IMPROVEMENTS

Under the impact of the cold war and the
race for the moon, technological advances
are being made at probably the fastest rate
in history. We must accelerate research in
hydrology, hydraulics, and the entire water
resource field in order that new discoveries
in materials, electronics, automation, com-
puters, use of radioactive isotopes, and other
areas of engineering and pure science be ap-
plied with dispatch where appropriate and
feasible, We in the Bureau, for example, are
currently studying the possibility of using
radioactive isotopes to measure the efficiency
of hydroelectric turbines. These and other
breakthroughs of physlcal and chemieal sci-
ence and engineering have the potentlality
of greatly improving our efforts and reducing
costs of project construction, operation, and
maintenance. Wise expenditure of research
funds today can pay off handsomely in the
future. And all public agencies should freely
share their findings and participate in the
benefits.

For several years now, the Bureau has been
engaged in research to develop practical
methods of reducing evaporation from stor-
age reservoirs. The importance of this re-
search 1s indicated by the fact that some
17.7 million acre-feet of water are lost an-
nually through evaporation from fresh-
water reservoirs and lakes in the 17 Western
States alone. Salvage of a major part of
this loss would be the same as discovering
new water where none existed before.

In recent months, we have brought State
institutions into cooperative research efforts
in this area. Utah State University, for ex-
ample, has contracted to study the physical
and economic feasibility of applying evap-
oration-retarding chemicals on reservoir
surfaces by the use of low-flylng alreraft.
The university’s research program seeks to
develop suitable techniques and equipment
for fleld tests on a reservoir of about 3,000
acres. The Bureau also has a contract with
the Desert Research Institute of the Uni-
versity of Nevada, under which the institute
is to study climatic and meteorological fac~
tors of evaporation and their influence on
the process of placing evaporation-reducing
chemicals on water surfaces.

State educational institutions also are as-
sisting the Bureau in its program of weather-
modification research, undertaken early this
year in cooperation with the National Science
Foundation and the Weather Bureau. Con-
tracts have been executed with the National
Resources Institute of the University of
Wyoming; the Institute of Atmospheric
Sciences of the South Dakota School of
Mines and Technology; and the Desert Re-
search Institute of the University of Nevada.
These institutions are studying meteorologi-
cal conditions and methods of inducing pre-
cipitation from suitable moisture-bearing air
masses.

The individual States also are to be com-
mended for their initiative in undertaking
research in many areas of water resource
development. Through the several State
universities, advances are being made to im-
prove and supplement water supplies, to en-
hance basic knowledge in the hydro sciences,
and to cooperate with and assist Federal
agencies in their research programs. Ex-
amples of such research, in addition to those
already named, include the work being car-
ried out in hydrology at the University of
Idaho, sedimentation at Colorado State Uni-
versity, water salvage at the Unlversity of
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Arizona, and crop-water requirements at the
University of California.

Continuing research efforts are essential if
our water resource developments are not to
be nullified by waste, improper use, or pol-
lution. State colleges can assist in special
studies of water uses and efficiencies of use
for particular purposes. What are the econ-
omies of production of particular crops on
different soils with varying gquantities of
water? More complete records are needed
in most areas of canal diversion, and stream
and well pumping.

The increasing emphasis on outdoor recre-
ation warrants emphasis on the value of
recreational use of multipurpose water proj-
ects. Continued and greater participation in
some areas is needed in development and
administration of recreational use of res-
ervoir areas.

Research and investigation efforts of the
Bureau of Reclamation have increased dur-
ing recent years. In 1960 only $931,000 was
budgeted for research and $6,925497 for in-
vestigations and advance planning; com-
parable figures for the 1963 budget are $2,-
252,000 and $12,527,000, respectively. I hope
that comparable support for these all-im-
portant activities is being given in the States.

2. ADVANCE COMPREHENSIVE STATEWIDE AND
BASINWIDE PLANNING

Increasing pressures for the use of our
limited water supplies in the West under-
score the need for greater emphasis on com-
prehensive statewide and basinwide planning
of water resource conservation and develop-
ment. Here the State engineer must play
an especially vital role. Working in
harmony, State engineers and water board
officials of a river basin can contribute im-
measurably to the full development of trib-
utary streams and rivers within the basin
and thus assure integration of basin re-
sources for' the widest possible use in the
public interest.

A prime example of this cooperative
effort is the development of the Upper Colo-
rado River Basin. With cooperation and
mutual understanding, the State engineers
and water boards of the five upper basin
States have worked closely with the Bureau
and the Congress to bring into fruition the
Colorado River storage project and par-
ticipating projects. All State engineers of the
West can share the pride of these engineers
in their cooperative achievement. Already,
the partially completed project is an inter-
national showpiece of multiple-use planning
and development of a major river basin in a
semiarid region.

The basin approach to water resource de-
velopment planning, as you are aware, also
has been most sucecessfully applied in the
Lone-Star State by the Texas Study Commis-
sion. This approach to integrated resource
planning is incorporated in the Aspinall and
Anderson bills now before the Congress.
These bills, in substance, would authorize the
establishment of study commissions pat-
terned after the Texas Study Commission
for all river basins where such cooperative
actlon is desired. My experience of a quar-
ter century in western resource development
has convinced me of the need both for the
basinwide approach to planning and for the
maximum participation in such planning by
the States involved. I solicit your atten-
tion to this basin planning legislation which
is sponsored by two outstanding western
legislators. It merits your serfous considera-
tion and your support.

Basinwide planning, of course, puts addi-
tional burdens upon the States for investiga-
tions and review of proposed projects and for
determination of water rights. This is es-
pecially true in States like Utah and Wyo-
ming which are intersected by more than
one drainage basin. The administration has
recognized this problem and has recom-
mended legislation to make Federal grants
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for States to accomplish the planning re-
quired for basinwide development,

One of the pressing needs for State-Fed-
eral cooperation in this area is the estab-
lishment of & common basls for appraisal of
water needs advanced by the various com-
peting users of water, and amicable settle-
ment of such differences in the public in-
terest. With increasing frequency, projects
are being unduly delayed or even frustrated
by conflicts over future uses which normally
must be worked out within the States in-
volved. Such conflicts are bound to increase,
both in number and intensity, as the avail-
able water supply diminishes. We can help
the individual States by providing objective
data from our studies or by keeping them in-
formed of practical solutions that have been
worked out elsewhere,

3. UTILIZE INTERSTATE AND INTERNATIONAL COM~
PACTS TO AVOID OR REDUCE DELAYS AND COSTS
OF LITIGATION

1 feel that this injunction does not require
amplification in this conference, simply be-
cause it is a fact that the West is about &
half century ahead of the rest of the country
in the development and utilization of com-
pacts. The current rapid development of the
upper Colorado River storage project, of
course, is a testimony to the effectiveness of
a forward-looking interstate compact in re-
solving differences and allocating water sup-
ply in one of our most moisture-deficient

regions.

4. SEEK TO IMPROVE AND BRING ABOUT NEEDED
UNIFORMITY IN OUR WATER LAWS AND
POLICIES
To assure continued cooperation in the

Upper Colorado River Basin and in other
western river basins, there must be con-
certed effort to modernize and to achieve
uniformity and legal compatibility of the
water laws of the respective States. We are
hopeful that the State engineers, with their
technical skills and knowledge of basin
water resource development, will continue to
strive to achieve modernization and uni-
formity of laws pertaining both to surface
and subsurface waters, and to iron out differ-
ences in basic principles of water rights and
properties. Changing national patterns in
such factors as the urban-rural population
balance and in leisure and recreational ac-
tivities focus attention upon the adequacy
of existing water codes.

One of the difficult problems in this area
is the padding and pyramiding of water
rights that have occurred in some States.
If accepted at face value, these “paper
rights” frequently suffice to exhaust the
annual supply of a given stream and leave
no water for new developments. BSuch sit-
uations, as many of you are aware, are in-
creasingly a cause of concern and it is my
conviction that unless these padded and
pyramided rights are sought out and elimi-
nated by the States, there will be increas-
ing demands that the Congress consider some
sort of Federal legislation to deal with the
problem as a condition of congressional au-
thorization and appropriation of funds for
future development on the streams affected.
Some States, I am pleased to report, have
acted to cope with this problem in recent
changes in water codes, and I hope that
State engineers and water rights boards
in other areas where such conditions exist
will emulate their example.

State engineers also can contribute to
movements to achieve greater uniformity
among Federal laws governing reclamation,
flood control, soil conservation, water pollu-
tion, recreation, fish and wildlife, and other
policies affecting national growth and pros-
perity. We have no apologies to make for
the policles which have been developed In
six decades of water resource development
under the reclamation laws, and we are
supporting the efforts of the administration
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to achieve greater uniformity among the
laws, policies, and procedures of the multiple
Federal agencies engaged in water resource
development.

5. UTILIZE AVAILABLE FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Most State engineers and other State water
officials were among the stanch supporters
of the National Reclamation Assoclation in
its efforts to achieve authorization of the
Small Reclamation projects program in the
early 1960's. However, since the program was
authorized in 1956, water user organiza-
tlons in only eight reclamation States and
Hawall have initiated requests for projects
under this program. Total participation
under this program, which provides Federal
grants and loans up to a maximum of $5
million to a project, is shown in the follow=
ing summary:

Small reclamation projects

Applications | Amount of

State approved loans and

grants

Arizona 9 $7, 400, 000
‘Q“!“"‘T“‘ 1{ 35, 405, 930
N B s 1| 4,514,000
daho 1 2, 408, 000
BRROA s el s 1 603, 000
Oregon 1 042,100
Texas 2 8, 667, 000
Utah 7 7,047, 000
Total ---| 67,437,030

A new Federal program now underway, the
area redevelopment program, also should be
of interest to State water officials. It may be
that we have been doing our job too well
here in the West, but the greatest amount of
interest in irrigation development under this
program so far has been evinced by rural
areas In the East and the South. The Bu-
reau of Reclamation is one of the Federal
agencles participating in this program and I
solieit your attention to it.

I am sure that you were as pleased as we
were with the recent actions of the Congress
in authorizing several new major reclamation
projects. This congressional support in a
period when the reclamation program has
been a whipping boy for agricultural sur-
pluses in other areas is most gratifying to
us who acutely feel the need for an author-
ized shelf of projects adequate to keep con-
struction moving forward on a consistent
basis. With the addition of the new proj-
ects to our going program, I believe the Bu-
reau of Reclamation can justify annual ap-
propriation requests in excess of $300 million
for much of the current decade. This, I am
sure you will agree, represents real economic
progress for the Western States.

The importance of unified State action in
furthering resources development is empha-
sized by the concerted and aggressive action
taken by the State of Colorado in the recent
congressional consideration of the Frying-
pan-Arkansas project. Coloradans repre-
senting a cross section of the State’s business
and political life displayed impressive una-
nimity in support of the bill, so vital to the
State's growth. It was one of the greatest
displays of solidarity on major reclamation
legislation in Colorado history and resulted
in passage of a bill which had lost out in
previous actions when unanimity was lack=-
ing. This demonstrated ability of congres-
sional and State officials and water-user
groups to work in unity for needed resource
development is commended for attention by
officials of the other Western States.

In this regard, I also enjoin you and other
State officials to do everything you can to
educate your colleagues and other influential
people in other States on the water needs of
the West. Much time and energy has been
spent by us in the past year trying to an-
swer inquiries on why it is necessary to de-
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velop water in the West when we have
mountains of agricultural surpluses in stor-
age. This question is raised in spite of the
fact that we have consistently emphasized
the long-term nature of reclamation devel-
opment and despite the inclusion of pro-
visos agalnst the growth of crops currently
in surplus in most recent project authoriza-
tions. All of us interested in continued wa-
ter resource development in the West must
continually strive to inform people and or-
ganizations elsewhere on the overwhelming
need to develop our extremely limited water
resources to the maximum, in the public in-
terest, and the role that irrigation plays in
the economic aspects of this program,

In closing, I wish to call your attention to
the informal observance this year of the
60th anniversary of the reclamation pro-
gram, During these six decades, this agency
has administered the investment of $3.8
billion in the construction of 132 projects or
units of projects in 18 Western States. Proj-
ects authorized or under construction pro-
vide for an additional investment of $4.7
billion.

We in the Bureau do not look upon these
projects as purely Federal undertakings.
They are, rather, local resource development
capital investments—bulilt with Federal,
State, and water-user participation. And to
those of us who understand the implications
of water resource development in the West,
there is 1title doubt that these essentially
local resources projects have a large measure
of national importance. If anyone doubts
this, I invite him to visit the thriving Utah
communities along the Wasatch front, as
well as, Phoenix, Yakima, Boise, and many
other commercial-industrial centers whose
present size and prosperity Is based largely
upon a water supply regulation made pos-
sible by Federal reclamation projects.

The water resource developments of the
past 60 years—Federal, State, and private—
have played a major role in the amazing
population and industrial growth of the
West. And there is no doubt that continued
water resource conservation and develop-
ment will play an even more important role
during the next half century and beyond.

As water resource officials, we have a com=-
mon interest in solving the technieal, legal,
and financial problems that may delay or
impede this development program. These
problems are and will continue to be mani-
fold and complex. They will demand the
utmost in effort and cooperation. We in the
Bureau of Reclamation assure you of our
interest in and personal concern for con-
tinued resource development in the West.
And we soliclt your continued cooperation on
this two-way street to area population
growth and industrial expansion.

NEEDED: EQUITABLE OIL IMPORT
CONTROL SYSTEM—JOBS FOR
AMERICANS, NOT A DOLE—
SEVERE UNEMPLOYMENT AND
LOSS OF MARKETS RESULT FROM
PRESENT POLICY

Mr. RANDOLPH. Madam President,
there continues to be a pressing need
for the establishment of a more equi-
table control system for the imports of
crude oil and its derivatives and prod-
ucts, including residual fuel oil.

The existing program is disruptive of
the domestic fuels industries. It does
not seem sufficiently to take into account
the need to assure an adequate supply
of fuels to meet any national emergency
or condition growing out of interna-
tional political developments which
would disrupt the supply of fuels from
foreign countries. Parenthetically, I
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express the emphatic view that too much
reliance is placed in this country at this
time on foreign supplies of residual fuel
oil. This reliance on offshore sources
by too many utility, industrial, and de-
fense installation wusers is dangerous.
And it does nothing to restore economic
strength to many areas of our country
now suffering severe unemployment and
business recessions caused by loss of
markets for their mineral-fuel products.

That which is needed is an oil im-
port control system which will provide a
fair access to markets for domestic
fuels—a system which will enable these
domestic industries to maintain a level
of production and transportation ade-
quate as a base from which to expand
supplies at any time national defense or
a sudden emergency should require.

There must be reestablished a greater
degree of stability in the fuels markets
of this country.

An equitable control system would
provide a level of permissible imports
which will augment, but not usurp, the
growing energy demands of American
industrial and other consumers. And
the level must be stabilized as much as
possible and maintained over a long-
term period so as to:

First. Permit proper planning for fi-
nancing new and replacement produc-
tion facilities;

Second. Make possible necessary de-
velopment of future economical trans-
portation facilities for fuels;

Third. Encourage the signing of
long-term contracts by coal and its con-
sumers as a principal means of holding
prices down; and

Fourth. Stimulate increased explora-
Eion activity by the domestic oil indus-
Ty.

Important coal producing areas of our
country must be enabled to reduce un-
employment and to restore economically
depressed communities to healthy status.

As a means toward the accomplish-
ment of these proper and necessary ob-
jectives, the National Coal Policy Con-
ference, representing coal producers, the
United Mine Workers of America, the
coal-carrying railroads, major coal con-
suming utilities, and manufacturers of
coal mining machinery and equipment,
in concert with the Independent Petro-
leum Association of America and the
Texas Independent Producers and Roy-
alty Owners, have recommended a per-
tinent amendment to the proposed
Trade Extension Act—H.R. 11970—now
under consideration by the Committee
on Finance. I have recorded my sup-
port in a statement to the committee.
I will continue to urge its acceptance.

Meanwhile, the National Coal Policy
Conference, Inc., in behalf of its state
committees from Illinois, Indiana, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia—
working for the economic recovery of
the bituminous coal industry, published
today in the Washington Post a mes-
sage addressed to President Kennedy in
the form of an advertisement. Its
headline: “Americans Need Jobs—Not
a Dole, Mr. President.”

It is appropriate that the attention of
all Members be directed to the Coal
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Policy Conference message to the Presi-
dent of the United States, because I
have the feeling that it is a message
which could and perhaps should be ad-
dressed with equal appropriateness to
the Congress. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at this
point in my remarks the text of that
message—advertisement—as published
on page A-11 of the Washington, D.C.,
Post, Tuesday, August 21, 1962.

There being no objection, the message
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

AMERICANS NEED JoBs—NoT A DoOLE, MR.
PRESIDENT

President Kennedy: We must end unem-
ployment and move the economy ahead as
you said in your recent television address on
the state of the Nation's economy.

But a dole and a handout of surplus food
are not the answer.

Only jobs will solve America’s economic
problems.

Extended unemployment compensation, aid
to children of the unemployed, job retrain-
ing, work camps for unemployed Yyouth
* ¢ * a]l of these things are fine and what
you have done to ease the hardship of Amer-
ica’s unfortunate unemployed familles is
commendable. But they are only stopgap
measures.

You say that employment and income are
rising nationally and that other economie in-
dicators do not warrant the conclusion that
we are entering a new recession.

Unfortunately, this is not true of coal com-
munities. TUnemployment in some coal
communities is not 5 or 6 percent—like the
national average—but as high as 35 or 40
percent.

Our people want jobs.

You can help put them to work—right
now—in the coalfields of West Virginia,
Pennsylvania, Eentucky, Illinois, and Ohio
* + * pockets of persistent unemployment
and economic distress * * * in which, as
you said in your TV address, coal miners can
no longer find jobs to support their families.

How can you create the jobs our people
want and need?

By using the powers of your office to stem
the flood of foreign residual fuel oil im-
ports.

This imported waste product of foreign
refining operations is taking jobs away from
American coal miners in those very pockets
of distress where the Government has been
forced to undertake expensive temporary re-
medial action. If you cut back the amount
of residual oil which can now be imported,
and limit imports in the future, many of the
unemployed miners will again find work and
become self-supporting. No longer will their
families be subjected to the degrading ex-
perience of living on Government handouts.
They will again become taxpayers—good cus-
tomers of the local merchant.

The coal industry is the key to economic
recovery in many of the Nation's pockets of
unemployment.

But the coal industry cannot expand pro-
duction and employment; it cannot put
these unemployed miners back to work at
productive jobs as long as imported waste
residual oil is permitted to take over coal
markets. )

The power to end this threat to economic
expansion, to expanded employment, to eco-
nomic vigor and growth in widespread areas
of the Nation, rests with you, Mr. President.

We respectfully urge you to act today.

This message is published by the National
Coal Policy Conference, Inc., in behalf of
the following State committees working for
the economic recovery of the bituminous
coal industry:

The Illinois State Committee of the Na-
tional Coal Policy Conference.
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The Indiana State Committee of the Na-
tional Coal Policy Conference.

The Kentucky State Committee of the Na-
tional Coal Policy Conference.

The Maryland State Committee of the Na-
tional Coal Policy Conference.

The Ohio State Committee of the National
Coal Policy Conference.

The Pennsylvania State Committee of the
National Coal Policy Conference.

The Tennessee State Committee of the
National Coal Policy Conference.

The Virginia State Committee of the Na-
tional Coal Policy Conference.

The West Virginia State Committee of the
National Coal Policy Conference.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Madam President,
perhaps there is some measure of exag-
geration in the frame of reference ap-
plied to use of the word “dole,” but I do
know that the coal policy conference
committees of the several coal-producing
States are totally accurate in expressing
the view that Americans need jobs.
And there is an understandable wrath
that Americans have been displaced and
are being displaced from their jobs more
and more by the permitted influx of
larger and larger and larger quantities of
a waste product—yes, a waste product—
of foreign oil refineries.

PROGRESS OF RADIO BROADCAST-
ING INDUSTRY

Mr. CAPEHART. Madam President,
every day we are impressed more and
more by the degree to which the radio
broadcasting industry has became a part
of living in America.

Its progress in 40 years has been
phenomenal. The antenna which dots
the countryside of nearly every commu-
nity has become a source of vital, neces-
sary information making life better for
all of us.

The broadcasting industry has not
achieved such progress without its prob-
lems, economic and governmental. The
amazing fact is that it has made such
progress in the face of such great
obstacles.

Great as has been the progress of the
broadcasting industry—great as its serv-
ice to the Nation has become—there still
are underserved areas around the Na-
tion. How to provide that needed im-
provement has been the subject of many
discussions in the Congress and much
legislation.

Everybody agrees complete service is'

desirable. Everybody agrees it must be
provided without injury to any segment
of the industry. Just as in other phases
of our commercial life the small busi-
ness is the bulwark of a stable, free-
enterprise economy, so the local stations,
many of them daytime operators, are
essential to the long-range continuation
and further development of the service
which the industry provides. Thrive
they must. At the same time, we have
an obligation to provide an adequate
service to those underserved areas still
on broadcasting maps.

It was in an attempt to solve this
problem that on July 20, 1961, on behalf
of myself and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Tarmance]l, I introduced S. 2990, to
amend the Communications Act of 1934.

The purpose of our bill was to require
the Federal Communications Commission
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to take effective steps at once to improve
radio service to millions of Americans
who have received inadequate nighttime
service for far too many years.

Some have said that after more than
40 years of broadcasting history, almost
60 percent of the land area of the con-
tinental United States, covering more
than 25 million rural and smalltown
Americans, is without acceptable night-
time radio groundwave signal. This is
true even though there are some 2,000
fulltime broadcast stations.

These 25 million Americans rely on
clear channel skywave signals for their
only source of nighttime radio service.
Additional millions must rely on clear
channel skywave signals for their only
choice of nighttime radio programs.

Because of the Commission’s power
ceiling of 50 kilowatts, the skywave sig-
nals of clear channel stations are not
adequate to provide acceptable night-
time radio signals to these 25 million
Americans.

Because of the laws of physics and
economics and the nature of the popula-
tion distribution in the continental
United States, no more than a fraction of
the millions of underserved Americans
can be provided with acceptable night-
time groundwave signals.

Thus, adequate nighttime radio serv-
ice can be accomplished only by improv-
ing the nighttime skywave signals of
clear channel stations. I am tfold the
only feasible way to do this is to keep
clear channel frequencies free of fur-
ther duplication and authorize class I-A
clear channel stations to operate with
power in excess of 50 kilowatts.

Although the Federal Communications
Commission has recognized for a long
time the existence of the problem of
inadequate nighttime radio service, it
has done nothing to remedy the prob-
lem. In fact, the Commission in the
sumer of 1961 proposed to take action
which would worsen rather than improve
the situation.

It was because of these facts, which
are recited in greater detail in volume
107, part 10, page 12974 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL ReEcorp for July 20, 1961,
that Senator Tarmapce and I cospon-
sored S. 2290 which would amend the
Communications Act of 1934 so as to
prohibit duplication or breakdown of
class I-A clear channel frequencies be-
yond that authorized as of July 1, 1961.
We were, and are, of the opinion that
the section 303(c) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 expressly authorizes
the Commission to improve service to
the millions living in the present radio
“desert” by permitting class I-A clear
channel stations to operate with power
in excess of 50 kilowatts. The resolu-
tion passed by the Senate in 1938 (S.
Res. 294) which expressed a viewpoint
against the use of higher power, did not
amend the basic law, died with that ses-
sion of Congress and is in no way a bar
to the authorization of higher power by
the FCC. Accordingly, our bill, S. 2290,
did not propose to amend that portion
of the existing law which gives the Com-~
mission the power to authorize higher
power.

This, in brief, was the setting which
led to the introduction of S. 2200 which
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is still pending before the Committee
on Commerce.

Similar legislation was introduced in
the House of Representatives. Hearings
were held by the House and on July 2,
1962, it enacted House Resolution 714.

House Resolution 714 urges that all of
the existing clear channels be preserved
by the Commission in their present status
for a period of 1 year. The report ac-
companying House Resolution 714 em-

that the 1-year moratorium
would give all class I-A clear channel sta-
tions an opportunity to file with the Com-
mission applications for the use of power
in excess of 50 kilowatts. Finally, House
Resolution 714 makes clear the view of
the House that the Commission is free
to and should authorize the use of power
in excess of 50 kilowatts by clear channel
stations where the use of higher power
will bring improved nighttime radio serv-
iee to underserved rural regions and oth-
erwise serve the public interest.

Let me say, Madam President, that I
endorse House Resolution 714 as wise and
needed. Had we not faced such a
crowded schedule in the Senate, I would
have strongly urged that the Senate take
similar action. On the other hand, it
is questionable whether such action is
now needed. It is difficult to believe that
the Commission will not heed the excel-
lent advice of the House.

All Americans should receive adequate
radio service. This problem can be
solved easily and without harm to any-
one by keeping all of our clear channels
intact and free of further duplication
and by authorizing higher power as sug-
gested by House Resolution 714. We
also know that clear channels and higher
power are valuable both now and in the
future in civil and military defense.

I commend the House for its wisdom in
enacting House Resolution 714 and urge
the Commission fo implement its sug-
gestions at once.

FILMS FOR THE DEAF

Mr, PELL, Madam President, when I
commented on the passage of 5. 2511—
captioned films for the deaf—earlier
this month, I paid tribute to the diligent
work of the former Senator from Con-
necticut, Senator Purtell, who intro-
duced S. 1889 in the 85th Congress which
resulted in establishing the initial pro-
gram of captioned films for the deaf.
Recently, I received a letter from Sena-
tor Purtell commenting on the bill,
which I ask unanimous consent be
printed in the Recorp. Let me take this
occasion to reiterate my hope that the
House will soon take favorable action on
this measure which means so much to
the deaf of our Nation.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

‘WesT HARTFORD, CONN.,
August 15, 1962.
The Honorable CLAIBORNE PELL,
U.S, Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dearn SevaToR PELL: I indeed regret the

unavoidable delay in replying to your kind

letter of August 2 relative to the hearings
on 8.2511.
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1 introduced in the Senate the original
bill concerning captioned films for the deaf
because I and my colleagues recognized the
urgent need for a means by which the edu-
cational, cultural, and entertainment value
of fiims might be available to the deaf, and
particularly the deaf children in our schools
for the deaf and elsewhere, who, through lack
of hearing, were denied the opportunities for
knowledge through sound films.

The obvious need can quickly be under-
stood while watching an educational, docu-
mentary, or current events film on televi-
sion with the sound turned off. It appeared
then that this fleld of captioned films was
one that could be properly and perhaps only
served through an agency of the Federal
Government. The worthwhileness of the
program 1s best attested to by the enthusi-
astic response it has received.

I have been informed that the demand for
captioned films is increasing even more rap-
idly than had been anticipated. I there-
fore wish to convey to your committee my
hope that such amendments as may be
needed to carry out the original intent of
the act be adopted.

I would indeed be grateful if you would
convey to your present and my former col-
leagues on the most important Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, my warm re-
gards and high esteem.

With warm regards.

Sincerely,
WmrLiAM A. PURTELL.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
is there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If nof, morn-
ing business is closed.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT
OF 1962

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un-
finished business is H.R. 12391, the farm
bill.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 12391) to improve and protect
farm income, to reduce costs of farm
programs to the Federal Government, to
reduce the Federal Government's ex-
cessive stocks of agricultural commod-
ities, to maintain reasonable and stable
prices of agricultural commodities and
products to consumers, to provide ade-
quate supplies of agricultural commod-
ities for domestic and foreign needs, to
conserve natural resources, and for other

- Purposes.

PROCEDURE BEFORE COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. MORSE. Madam President,
earlier today I spoke briefly concerning
proposed legislation pending before the
Committee on Foreign Relations which
involves authorization of the expendi-
ture of large sums of money to build
American embassies and chanceries and
to purchase real estate abroad for use
by the U.8. Government.

I have made it clear in the Committee
on Foreign Relations and on the floor
of the Senate that I shall object to any
meeting of the Committee on Foreign
Relations for the consideration of those
bills while the Senate is in session. I
shall oppose those bills in case they
should be reported to the Senate by the
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Committee on Foreign Relations. If the
Foreign Relations Committee proposes
to act on them prior to adjournment I
shall insist that a quorum be present. I
shall oppose any polling of the com-
mittee members in regard to those bills,
and for the following reason: In my
judgment, the economy of the United
States should be considered to be of the
most critical concern by the Congress
and the House of Representatives be-
tween now and the time of adjournment.

Since I made my speech earlier in
the day, the Associated Press ticker
announced that the national debt had
risen to more than $300 billion for the
first time. The Treasury announced
yesterday that as of August 15, the total
debt was $300,133,027,610.51. That is
about $1,600 for every man, woman, and
child in the country; but the per capita
debt figure is well below the World War
II high of nearly $2,000, because the
population has increased faster than the
debt. But there is no consolation in the
fact that the per capita debt figure has
dropped from approximately $2,000 to
$1,600 for every man, woman, and child
in the country, because a per capita
national debt of $1,600 for every man
woman, and child in the country is a
serious danger signal, and we had better
take heed of it, because, as I have said so
many times, the greatest defense weapon
we have is our domestic economy, and in
my judgment it is not in good condition.

I have been subjected to a considerable
amount of criticism and misunderstand-
ing because this year I had a live pair
against the foreign-aid bill. It is the
first time in my 18 years in the Senate
that I have voted against a foreign-aid
bill. I am in favor of a good and eco-
nomically sound foreign-aid bill; but in
my judgment those criteria were not
met by the foreign-aid bill this year. In
my judgment the bill this year author-
ized the expenditure of many millions of
dollars of the American taxpayers’
money for purposes which represented
waste.

So the record is clear that I urged
postponement of consideration of the
foreign-aid bill until we could first dis-
pose of our own appropriation or money
bills, and until we could dispose of the
foreign trade bill, and until we could dis-
pose of the legislation which involves our
domestic problems. In my judgment we
should take care of America’s domestic
problems first, and then turn our atten-
tion to foreign-aid problems. I said
then, and I repeat now, that we put the
cart before the horse. I know very well
why it was done. The State Department
was eager to have the question deter-
mined, so there could not be a reversal
before the time of adjournment, just as
the witnesses for the State Department
this morning indicated that again it is
seeking to “gallop through’ the Foreign
Relations Committee of the Senate some
more foreign-expenditure authorization
bills, Consideration of such proposals
should be postponed until January; we
can then take the time to lock at them,
study them, and ponder and deliberate
on them, But that is not possible now,
under the rush act that characterizes
the closing days of any session of
Congress.
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The rush act is now on to the nth
degree. As I said earlier today, I will
do what I can to apply the brakes and
to slow up the mad rush for the passage
of bills in the closing days of the session
without due deliberation. The American
taxpayers are entitled to that service, and
I intend to do what I can to give it to
them.

Earlier today I said that again this
morning the State Department’'s wit-
nesses—as they have been prone to do
in the past—were arguing that we should
have a new embassy here and a new
chancery there, around the world, be-
cause the French, the British, the Rus-
sians, and other governments are in the
process of building chanceries and em-
bassies more beautiful or more com-
modious than ours. Again, my question
is, “So what?” The practice of economy
would be a rather good example for the
United States to set.

In connection with some of our allies
and some of the underdeveloped coun-
tries of the world—which, interestingly
enough, are building embassies and
chanceries which, in my judgment, can-
not be reconciled with sound economy
on the part of their own treasuries—I
point out that you and I, Madam Presi-
dent, symbolic of the taxpayers of the
United States, are directly and in-
directly supplying the money for many
of those chanceries and embassies. In
short, we are competing with our own
American dollars in the competitive race
abroad to “keep up with the Joneses.”
Let us not forget that the national debt
of the United States is many millions of
dollars greater than the combined na-
tional debts of all the other free na-
tions of the world. Once that vital sta-
tistic sinks into the consciousness of the
American taxpayers, the politicians in
the Congress will be asked for a political
accounting, which is long overdue.

I have waged this battle on the floor
of the Senate since 1947, when I first
offered my proposals for tax reform. I
have battled ever since 1947 for tax re-
form, but I have been bumping my head
against the stone wall of indifference in
the Congress. But the American people
are beginning to understand the sym-
bolism of the battle which a few of us
have been waging since 1947. I think
the American taxpayers will make clear
to the politicians that they have had
enough, and that they think it is time
for the politicians to start doing some-
thing about protecting our own economy
and protecting and helping the tax-
payers in the plight in which they find
themselves.

A few years ago I sought to increase
the exemption under the Federal income
tax, for those in the low-income brackets,
from $600 to $1,000. I was defeated in
that attempt—which was not a new ex-
perience for me in the Senate, because
I well understand the importance of
having liberals at least challenge pro-
posed legislation which cannot be de-
fended on its merits, even though we may
be overridden by powerful political forces
in the Congress. Finally a vote was
reached—not on my proposal to increase
the exemption to $1,000; I could not suc-
ceed in having it voted on—but on my
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subsequent proposal to increase the ex-
emption from $600 to $800. Again, I was
defeated. However, time subsequently
proved that I was right, both in regard
to my proposal to increase the exemp-
tion to $1,000 and in regard to my sub-
sequent proposal to increase the exemp-
tion to $800.

As I said earlier today, I think now is
the time for tax reduction. I do not
think the U.S. taxpayers should have to
wait until January for some undeter-
mined tax reduction program, insofar
as its specifics are concerned, to be
presented to the Congress some time
after January by the President of the
United States. I think the President
should offer a tax reduction program
now. If he does not offer it before Con-
gress adjourns, I think he should promise
the American people that Congress will
reconvene in the week immediately fol-
lowing the election, and will then take
up the tax issue and also some other
issues which are of great importance to
the American taxpayers.

Again I raise my voice in the plea that
the Government take steps, either now
or immediately following the election, to
do a better job of protecting our econ-
omy, which is our greatest defense
weapon.

In view of the announcement yester-
day that our national debt is now more
than $300 billion, when we realize that
the combined national debts of all the
other free nations of the world are some-
where in the neighborhood of $204 bil-
lion, or $96 billion less than the total na-
tional debt of the United States, we had
better stop, look, listen, and ask the
question, Where are we going in connec-
tion with vast expenditures abroad?
This is a proper question, particularly
when we know that the good economic
condition of many of our allies—far
better than it was before World War II—
is due to the largesse of the American
people, through their Government, in
fulfilling a clear moral obligation which
we owed our allies, in order to protect
them from the danger of being over-
ridden by communism following World
‘War II.

We have fulfilled that obligation, and
we now need to take a look at the eco-
nomic needs of our American taxpayers.
We have a right to make clear to France,
West Germany, England, Italy, Portu-
gal, Australia, New Zealand, Canada, and
a good many of our other allies that the
time has come for them to assume a
greater share of the finanecial burden of
protecting freedom around the world.

The American people have a right to
ask the question of the politicians in
Congress, “When, oh, when, are you
goinng to take a course of action on
monetary matters in the Congress that
will protect our best economic inter-
ests?”

When I consider the great economic
needs of the American people, when I
take a look at the problems of slum clear-
ance that confront the public, and the
housing  needs of millions of fellow
Americans in the low-income brackets,
I must say to the State Department,
“Y¥ou do not move me when you come
before the Foreign Relations Commit-
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tee, as you did this morning, and ask
for funds to build luxurious embassies
and chanceries in various places around
the world.”

We have an opportunity to demon-
strate to the other nations of the world
the meaning of the word “economy.”
It is long past time for us to economize
in some of our expenditures abroad. We
should use our money not only in con-
nection with reducing our national debt,
but in connection with meeting some of
the dire emergency needs of millions of
American people right here at home.

I intend to do what I can to focus the
attention of the American people on our
own domestic problems in connection
with appropriation bills. I hope the Ap-
propriations Committee, when it makes
its reports to the Senate in the dying
days of the present session, will be able
to demonstrate to us that they have cut
our foreign expenditures to the bone. I
know what the lobbies are doing, Some
of the lobbyists want more and more
money to go into foreign aid, because
they find they can make profits out of
foreign aid expenditures abroad. In-
terestingly enough, much of the money
made in that way is tax exempt. The
way expenditures abroad are manip-
ulated, they constitute a tax dodge for
many companies, They get it both ways.
Leave it to the lobbies to figure out ways
and means to profit. There is only one
way to handle the problem, that is to
cut to the bone every dollar of expendi-
ture abroad, and return in January for
a complete reevaluation and reap-
praisal of our expenditures abroad. We
should start taking care of some of our
own domestic needs. Senators know very
well what I mean when I speak of our
own domestic needs. Not only do I speak
of the needs of slum clearance and a
crash housing program, but the develop-
ment and conservation of our natural
resources for the benefit of future gen-
erations of American boys and girls.
Many of God’s gifts of natural resources
are in a deplorable plight because of in-
action on the part of the Government.

It seems easy to put through Congress
a bill to authorize, and then a bill to
appropriate money for the building
abroad of roads, dams, schools, and many
other things which are sorely needed at
home, and for which we cannot have
funds appropriated. We seem to be able
to appropriate funds for building such
facilities abroad.

The Senator from Oregon does not
take the position that a reasonable for-
eign-aid program is not justified, but he
does take the position that we have
passed the time when the foreign-aid
program should be predominantly a
United States program, for all of our
allies have the same stake in the pres-

ervation of freedom that the United -

States has. But so long as'we are will-
ing to foot the bill, so long as the Con-
gress acts as a rubber stamp and goes
along with proposals to foot the-bill, we
can be sure that England, France, West
Germany, Italy, Portugal, Australia, New:
Zealand, Canada, and other countries
will let Uncle Sam do it.

I am satisfied that the American peo-
ple are thinking about this problem as
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they have never thought about it before.
I am sat that increasing tens of
thousands of taxpayers in this country
are beginning to ask some very difficult
questions for the politicans to answer, if
they attempt to answer them in justifica-
tion of their voting records in the Con-
gress of the United States. The Ameri-
can people are beginning to understand
that the only test of a politician is, after
all, his voting record.

I would have the American people take
a long look at the voting records of poli-
ticians. I would have the American peo-
ple hold to political account candidates
for office in respect to their voting
records, and make perfectly clear to such
candidates that the time has come for the
politicians to protect the economy of this
country. It is not going to be protected
by the kind of legislation which was be-
fore the Foreign Relations Committee
this morning. It is not going to be pro-
tected by the shocking waste that has
honeycombed the foreign-aid bills al-
ready authorized. Therefore, the Ap-
propriations Committee has a very great
responsibility in the preparation of
appropriafion bills for the Senate be-
tween now and adjournment.

The Senator from Oregon never finds
himself happy in such opposition as he
has expressed again today to his admin-
istration; but in this instance his ad-
ministration is as dead wrong as it was
on the satellite bill the other day. The
people of my State did not send me to
the Senate to rubberstamp any admin-
istration, including the administration
of my own party, if, in my judgment,
after study, I am convinced that my ad-
ministration is wrong on the facts. The
responsibility I owe to my people is to
follow where the facts lead. In my judg-
ment the facts lead in an opposite di-
rection from that of the administration
on such issues as the satellite bill, the
foreign aid bill, and the bills which came
before the Foreign Relations Committee
this morning.

Regardless of what political conse-
quences may be in store for me in exer-
cising my independent judgment, I in-
tend to follow where the facts lead. If
partisan politics are not going in the
same direction, it is just too bad for par-
tisan politics.

MILITARY SERVICE OF MEDICAL
SCHOOL GRADUATES

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, at the
April meeting of the Association of Pro-
fessors of Medicine, a great deal of time
and thought was given to the present
method of drafting recent graduates of
medical school into the military service.
A resolution was passed embodying the
recommendations of the Association of
Professors of Medicine.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of this resolution appear
in the Recorp following my remarks.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION BY ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSORS
OF MEDICINE

The Association of Professors of Medicine,

an organization comprised of the chairman
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of departments of medicine of all accredited
U.S. medical schools, recommends that:

1. Selective service increase liberally the
number of young physiclans who are de-
ferred from military service for at least 1
additional year beyond internship. Such a
policy will allow better medical care in the
approved hospitals, better organization of
postgraduate training in medicine and im-
proved preparation of physicians for better
general military practice.

This plan of an additional year of defer-
ment beyond internship is not proposed to
replace the existing Berry plan, which allows
training of young physicians for specialty
practice in the Armed Forces.

2. The induction date for military service
for -physicians should be on or about July 1
of each year, with at least 3 and preferably
6 months preinduction notification period.

3. Because of the important responsibility
of its members in graduate medical educa-
tion, the Assoclation of Professors of Medi-
cine should be represented on natlonal
advisory committees dealing with the distri-
bution and utilization of the medical man-
power of the Natlon.

ENLISTED MAN'S ARMED FORCES
OATH

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I have
received a copy of a resolution adopted
recently by the Queens County chapter of
the Catholic War Veterans and passed
unanimously at their regular chapter
delegates meeting on August 8. This
resolution endorses H.R. 218, 87th Con-
gress, as passed by the House, which
would amend the existing Enlisted Man’s
Armed Forces Oath by adding the
phrase, “to support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica,” and a closing phrase, “so help me
G‘Od."

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this resolution printed in
the ReEcorp following my remarks.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION BY QUEENS COUNTY CHAPTER,
CatHOLIC WAR VETERANS

RESOLUTION ENDORSING AMENDMENT TO THE
ENLISTED MAN'S ARMED FORCES OATH

Whereas the current oath being adminis-
tered to persons enlisting in the Armed
Forces includes no obligation to support and
defend the Constitution of the United States
of America, and no opportunity to invoke the
help of Almighty God in rendering faithful
service in defense of the United States: and

Whereas the words “So help me God" are
not a part of the obligation assumed upon
taking the oath: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Queens County chapter
of the Catholic War Veterans of the United
States of America, Inc., at a regular chapter
delegates meeting, endorse H.R. 218, 87th
Congress, as passed by the House which
amends the existing law to Include these im-
portant additions: “to support and defend
the Constitution of the United States of
America,” and a closing phrase, “So help me
God.”

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1962

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12391) to improve and
protect farm income, to reduce costs of
farm programs to the Federal Govern-
ment, to reduce the Federal Govern-
ment’s excessive stocks of agricultural
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commodities, to maintain reasonable and
stable prices of agricultural eommodi-
ties and products to consumers, to pro-
vide adequate supplies of agricultural
commodities for domestic and foreign
needs, to conserve natural resources, and
for other purposes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
I send to the desk my amendment desig-
nated “8-20-62—F."”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read.

The LecrstaTIVE CLERK. It is proposed,
on page 56, between lines 2 and 3, to in-
sert the following new section:

Sec. 305. (a) The Agricultural Act of 1949,
as amended, is amended by striking out sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 105 and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 101 of this Act, beginning with the
1964 crop, price support shall be made avail-
able to producers for each crop of corn at
such level, not to exceed 90 per centum of
the parity price therefor, as the Secretary
determines will not result in Increasing
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks of
corn.”

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is di-
rected to consult and advise with farmers,
farm organizations, and such other persons
or groups of persons as he determines con-
cerning the need for new legislation for feed
gralns, to the extent he deems such con-
sultation and advice necessary or desirable,
and to make specific recommendations for
feed grains in the form of proposed legisla-
tion which shall be submitted to the Con-
gress as soon as practicable during the next
session of Congress.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
is there an amendment pending before
the Senate at the present time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ang is pending.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
may we have a vote on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana to
the committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
this amendment would repeal the feed
grain price support provisions of the
Agricultural Act of 1958 and provide, in-
stead, for support of the price of corn at
such level, not exceeding 90 percent of
parity, as will not result in any increase
in CCC stocks. If would be effective be-
ginning with the 1964 crop.

The 1958 act requires support for corn,
with unlimited production, at 90 percent
of the previous 3-year average price, but
not less than 65 percent of parity. It
also requires that the other feed grains
be supported at levels fair and reason-
able in relation to corn. My amend-
ment would provide for corn price sup-
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port at 0 to 90 percent of parity, and
at a level within that range which will
not result in further surplus accumula-
tions by the Government. Support for
the other feed grains would be discre-
tionary at 0 to 90 percent of parity under
title III of the 1949 act.

Madam President, although I am
sorely disappointed, it appears to me that
the Senate, like the House, is not now
disposed to accept the very realistic and
reasonable feed grain program that I
have been advocating.

The feed grain program, which I had
a large hand in devising, put it squarely
up to farmers themselves as to whether
they wished to accept strict controls or
whether they preferred no controls. I
might remind Senators that strict con-
trols would not have gone into effect un-
less and until two-thirds of the farmers
voted in favor of them.

S. 3225, as passed, was devised on the
one hand to protect farmers if they so
wished protection, and on the other hand
to protect the Government whether
farmers did or did not wish controls.
The feed grain program would have pro-
vided for strict controls with high price
supports or no controls and supports at
a so-called free market price level.
Farmers would have chosen which route
they had wanted to go. The taxpayers
of this country would have been pro-
tected in either case because the Gov-
ernment would not have been required
to purchase and store huge quantities of
feed grains which are not needed and
cannot be used.

Senators will remember that the carry-
ing charges on freed grains and wheat
last year amounted to $900 million. This
is an astronomical sum and, in my opin-
ion, it is money that need not be spent
by this Government. Fiscal responsi-
bility demands that this Senate protect
the taxpayers of this country from the
expenditure of huge sums which can be
easily avoided.

I placed information in the REecorp
which shows that the feed grains and
wheat programs I proposed, and the
Senate adopted on May 25, would have
saved the taxpayers a billion dollars in
1963. Under that program, the Govern-~
ment would finally have been able to get
out from under farm programs which
have required the accumulation of huge
stocks of agricultural commodities in
Government hands.

I am a realist and I can see that a
program such as I envisioned being
placed on the statute books is not now
acceptable., It is evident that the Con-
gress refuses at this time to give farmers
the chance to vote as to whether or not
they wish strict controls.

Under these circumstances responsi-
bility demands that some action be
taken to protect the taxpayers from the
further accumulation of excess stocks of
feed grains. Unless some action is taken
the program that will go into effect in
1964, and thereafter, will be the 1958 law
under which farmers are guaranteed
high price supports but have no responsi-
bility whatsoever regarding production.
In other words, farmers could produce
as much as they wished and the Gov-
ernment would have to buy all that
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would be produced in excess of market
requirements. To me this is the height
of fiscal irresponsibility,. In my judg-
ment this Congress must take some ac-
tion in order to protect the taxpayers
who, in my estimation, carry a heavy
enough load as it is.

In early 1961 we enacted a so-called
emergency program for feed grains to
be effective for 1961, under which farm-
ers were paid for not producing. Lafer
on this Congress extended the so-called
temporary feed grain program for 1962.

At the end of the first full year’'s opera-
tion of the emergency feed grain pro-
gram estimates indicate that the carry-
over of feed grains has been reduced by
about 12 million tons. If the same con-
ditions prevail this year, the carryover
will be reduced by another 12 million
tons in 1962. While this is a noteworthy
achievement, I feel that the total carry-
over stocks, which I estimate at this
time to be about 61 million tons at the
end of 1962, is still too high, particularly
in view of the fact that most of these
stocks will be owned by the Government.

Therefore, in view of the fact that
this Congress refuses to give farmers a
choice as to whether or not they wish
striet controls, I am proposing first, that
the so-called emergency feed grain pro-
gram be extended again through 1963.
If conditions remain similar to this
year’s, carryover stocks at the end of
the 1963 marketing year will be about
49.6 million tons. This level is only
slightly higher than the carryover in
1956, which amounted to 48.8 million
tons, and is more in keeping with our
carryover requirements.

While Government expenditures under
the emergency feed grain program will
be higher than under the program I had
previously advocated, there will still be
less than if the 1958 act were again to
become operative.

Second, in conjunction with the exten-
sion of the emergency program for 1963,
I am also proposing that for 1964 and
thereafter farmers be given the complete
freedom which apparently this Congress
wants them to have. At the same time,
I am assuring that this Government will
be protected from the drain on tax dol-
lars which we need so desperately in
other areas.

I am also proposing that Government
price supports for feed grains be set at
between 0 and 90 percent of parity, as-
suring that the Government will not
have to take over excess supplies. I do
this in order to protect the Government
from the expenditures of unnecessary
dollars spent in purchasing feed grains
as it has done in past years. Under this
program farmers will have complete
freedom to plant as they wish and to sell
as they wish except that sales to the
Government would be minimized.

This Government has spent billions of
dollars in supporting the price of feed
grains in the past years and I do not
propose that this Government shall con-
tinue to expend such huge sums. In my
estimation it would have been much
preferable had this Congress seen fit
to give farmers a choice as to whether
or not they wish to accept strict controls
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with high price supports or no controls
with low price supports.

In refusing to give farmers a choice,
it appears that the only alternative left
is discretionary supports. At the same
time, I want to assure the taxpayers of
this Nation that they are protected fully
in that the Government will not have
to purchase surpluses produced in ex-
cess of our needs. It appears to me that
this is the only alternative left for this
Government fo take. That is to protect
itself in the face of unlimited production.

Mr. HART. Madam President, I call
up my amendment “8-20-62—E’" and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Mich-
igan will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, In the com-
mittee amendment, on page 94, between
lines 12 and 13 it is proposed to insert
the following:

Sec. 404, The Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as reenacted and amended by the Agri-
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1837,
as amended, is further amended as follows:
Section Bc(6) Is amended by striking the
period at the end of (I) thereof and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: *: Pro-
vided, That with respect to orders applicable
to cherries such projects may provide for any
form of marketing promotion including paid
advertising.”

On page 94, line 13, strike out *“404"
and insert in lieu thereof “405".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Michigan to
the committee amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
the amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan was
agreed to unanimously by the Senafe
when the bill (S. 3225) was considered
by the Senate in May. I have no ob-

Jjection to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Michigan, to
the committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLericHT] I send to the desk an
amendment which was also agreed to
unanimously by the Senate when S. 3225
was before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MEeTcALrF in the chair). The amendment
will be stated.

The LecistaTiVE CLERK, In the com-
mittee amendment, on page 91, line 21,
it iz:l proposed to strike out the word
“an I,.

On page 91, line 24, it is proposed to
strike out the period and insert in lieu
thereof a semicolon and the word “and”.

On page 91, between lines 24 and 25,
it is proposed to insert the following:

(5) By adding at the end thereof a new
section as follows:

“SEeC.343. As used In this title (1) the
term ‘farmers’' shall be deemed to include
persons who are engaged in, or who, with
assistance afforded under this title, intend
to engage in, fish farming, and (2) the term
‘farming’ shall be deemed to include fish
farming.”
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas to
the committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr, President, last
month I offered an amendment that
would restore to the bill a provision
contained in the House bill relating to
the support price for corn in 1964. The
amendment was designated as “8-3-62—
A" I offered the amendment because if
the bill as reported to the Senate had
been passed, after 1964 the support price
for corn would be cut back to about 54
percent of parity based upon the 80 per-
cent of the 3 previous years. We know
that the support price for corn has been
very expensive. It has reduced the con-
sumption of corn. The total utilization
of corn increased 1,112 million bushels
in the 5 years since 1956, whereas it de-
clined 48 million bushels in the 6 years
from 1950 to 1956.

However, the Senate has just agreed to
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. EiLEnpER], which
would repeal the 1958 act with respect
to feed grains. The support price of
feed grains under that act, as I recall,
would be higher than under the present
emergency act. We would go back to
the 1958 situation when there were no
controls whatever. It would be a more
expensive program.

Mr. ELLENDER. Oh, yes. The 1958
act provided for unlimited production
with a guaranteed price support.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes.

Mr. President, I sent to the desk in
July an amendment relating to wheat,
designated “7-23-62—A.” I call up that
amendment and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LecistaTive CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment, at the end of sub-
title B of title III of the bill, it is pro-
posed to add a new section as follows:

SEc. . Section 333 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended effective with the 19684 crop of
wheat by striking therefrom the following:
“The national acreage allotment for wheat
for any year shall be not less than fifty-five
million acres.”

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the
farm bill of 1949, to which I referred
yesterday, was what we called a continu-
ation of the rigid support price program.
It reguired a 75-percent support price
for wheat. Later we fixed the minimum
acreage of wheat at 55 million acres.

As I pointed out yesterday, in recent
years the per acre production has been
more than twice what it was when
the acreage was fixed at 55 million acres.

The program has been very expensive,
The use of wheat for feed has declined
from 150 million bushels a year to less
that 50 million.

We have been exporting wheat under
the provisions of Public Law 480. The
Senator from Louisiana has said that
that program has cost us almost $7
billion in soft currency for surpluses.
Then we financed the export of wheat
with sound money at 65 cents a bushel,
We have given away abroad some of the
soft currency received in the exportation
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of wheat. The CCC has a total of $2,124
million invested in wheat and loans out-
standing in the amount of $392 million.

I should like to state what my amend-
ment would do. After 1963 there would
be no minimum wheat acreage at all.
If there is a support price, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture would fix the acre-
age so that the program would not be
as expensive as it has been in the past.
The distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, in handling the bill on the floor
of the Senate, told me yesterday that
he did not personally have any objec-
tion to my amendment, because it
would be a move in the direction
of reduced costs of the uncontrol-
lable surplus which we have had in the
past, and also would return our farmers
to a program of private enterprise. We
know that when we were not placing one
red cent of subsidy behind the wheat
farmers, they not only produced enough
wheat to feed our Nation, but also ex-
ported about 20 percent of what they
produced. Each year wheat was ex-
ported abroad for sound money. Now
we export none of it for sound money.
We subsidize wheat at 65 cents a bushel.
In effect we are giving away a great deal
of it and still have on hand more than
we know what to do with. The distin-
guished chairman said that the Senate
would not agree to my amendment. I
cannot be too sure that the Senate will.
I offer the amendment and ask for a
vote on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
hesitate to oppose my good friend from
Virginia on this amendment. We have
a wheat section which will have almost
the same effect. The Senator’s amend-
ment is more or less in conflict with the
wheat provision which the committee
adopted. Under the wheat provision
contained in the bill, the minimum
amount of wheat to be produced per
year will be a billion bushels. By the
adoption of the wheat amendment as
incorporated in the bill it will accomplish
about the same thing that the amend-
ment of the Senator from Virignia would
accomplish. I compliment him on pre-
senting the amendment, which almost
fits in with the provision we now have in
the bill. I can assure the Senator that
the language in the bill will accomplish
what he is seeking to do with his amend-
ment.

Mr, ROBERTSON. I am gratified
that we are making some move toward
saving some money, whether by my
amendment or by what is in the bill. I
am glad that we are headed for some
improvement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Virginia.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ELLENDER. Iyield.

Mr. COOPER. I have just come in,
I understand that an amendment was
adopted a few minutes ago without a roll-
call which would have the effect of re-
pealing the support prices for corn under
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the 1958 act, which is the law now in
effect, and substituting supports for corn
at 0 to 90 percent of parity. Is that
correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. The amendment
which has been adopted would repeal
that part of the 1958 act which fixes a
support price at 90 percent for the last 3
years average or 65 percent of parity,
whichever is higher, and in lieu of that
we have provided support prices from
0 to 90 percent.

Mr. COOPER. May I ask what the
purpose of the amendment is? What is
the Senafor seeking to accomplish by
the amendment? I ask the question for
clarification.

Mr. ELLENDER. We have in the bill
now, adopted by the committee, a con-
tinuation of the emergency program for
one more year, and at the end of that
emergency there would be no price sup-
port for corn except from 0 fo 90 per-
cent, and production, of course, under
that provision would be unlimited.

Mr. COOPER. That would become
effective in 1964 ?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. I know the purpose of
the chairman, as he made very clear yes-
terday on the floor, is to secure, if pos-
sible, enactment next year of a compul-
sory feed grain program.

Mr, ELLENDER. Yes. What the
chairman of the committee desires to
do, and many Members of the Senate de-
sire to do, is to repeal the law which to-
day allows unlimited production in corn
and other feed grains and sorghums and
barley, without any limitation as to the
acreage.

Mr. COOPER. I do not believe the
chairman would intend it, but does he
anticipate or foresee that the Secretary
of Agriculture would have the power—if
he desire to use it—to fix the support
price on corn, under his amendment per-
mitting support from 0 to 90 percent, at
such a low figure that would have the
effect of forcing farmers to adopt the
compulsory feed grain program?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I would not.

Mr. COOPER. Does the chairman
expect that to happen?

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not expect
that at all, for the réason that in fix-
ing the support price the Secretary will
have the authority to fix it at not to ex-
ceed the 90 percent of parity price there-
for as the Secretary determines will not
result in increasing the Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks of corn. In
other words, that is the goal that he
must reach. Any price support that he
fixes must not result in an increase of
the surplus of corn.

Mr. COOPER. I will explain my rea-
son for asking the question. The Sena-
tor knows that many of us do not sup-
port a compulsory feed grain control
program. For, as the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Aken] said yesterday, we
do not know what the situation will be a
year from now, or 2 years from now,
with respect to supplies of feed grain.

Whatever their volume or value may
be then, it is a fact that from the stand-
point of use, present stocks of feed grains
represent about a 5-month supply
or possibly 6-month supply. Beyond




1962

that fact, many of us have thought that
to pass a compulsory feed grain control
bill, which might deny farmers the right
to raise feed for the livestock on their
own farms, would be a radical depar-
ture in farm legislation.

We have considered that it might be
much better to have a feed grain pro-
gram under which the Government
would continue to make some payments
to farmers, rather than to place every
crop in the United States under Federal
controls. I do not want to see that hap-

pen.

I believe there are some in the De-
partment of Agriculture, according to
the testimony we heard this year and
last year, who want to place every crop
in this country under some kind of Fed-
eral controls—and ultimately, over live-
stock. This viewpoint came out clearly
in hearings before the Senate Committee
on Agriculture in 1961.

The question I ask about this amend-
ment—and I know the chairman will
speak clearly about it—is whether he be-
lieves that the Secretary of Agriculture
or his Department would use the power
of setting feed grain supports between
0 and 90 percent of parity to lower
supports, so that it would have the effect
of forcing farmers to vote for a com-
pulsory control program because there
would be no workable alternative to pro-
tect them in any way except such a con-
trol program.

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I do not believe
that at all. To begin with, the machin-
ery to bring anything like that about is
not available. The Secretary would have
no right under the law or under any past
laws to put acreage controls into effect.
That is what the Senator is interested
in

Mr. COOPER. I believe the Senator
has expressed his view.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Secretary could
fix the price support at 5 percent of
parity or 80 percent of parity, but he
cannot put acreage controls into effect.

Mr. COOPER. If the Secretary fixed
feed grain supports at 5 percent, and as
a result a flood of feed grains was pro-
duced, the price would drop, and the
situation that would develop might force
the farmers to take something they do
not want.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator knows
that the only time the Secretary of
Agriculture would be called upon to do
that would be to assist in raising the
price of the crop. However, I go back
to the proposition that by the adoption
of this amendment the Secretary of
Agriculture would have no right what-
ever in any manner to control the pro-
duction of corn or other feed grains, or
limiting acres.

Mr. COOPER. If the time comes
when farmers have to vote upon the com-
pulsory feed grain control proposal, I
would like to know a workable alterna-
tive is preserved in the basic law. In
1958, when the farm bill was before us
that year, much of it marked a radical
departure, in the sense that it departed
from the old parity concept. At that
time the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHrEY] offered an amendment,
which maintained the parity concept, to
provide a feed grain program under
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which each farmer could choose to ex-
pand his acreage at a somewhat lower
level of supports. I voted for it. His
amendment was defeated, but at least it
offered farmers a choice. The bill which
was passed in 1958 provided for a refer-
endum to continue corn allotments with
75 to 90 percent support for cooperators,
or to abandon corn allotments and pro-
vide supports for all corn at 90 percent of
the 3-year market price or 65 percent of
parity, whichever was higher. As a re-
sult, of the 1958 act, corn allotments
with 75 percent supporits were defeated
in the referendum, and that helped to
produce the present surpluses.

I should like to see something pro-
vided on the order of the proposal of the
Senator from Minnesota in 1958. The
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]
has said that the 0 to 90 percent of parity
would give some protection to corn grow-
ers. I am not so sure. I know the
Senator from Louisiana is sincere, but I
do not favor giving this authority to the
Department of Agriculture,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr, COOPER. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understood the
chairman to say yesterday that it will
be his intention in January to call the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
into session for the purpose of obtaining
testimony from persons engaged in the
feed and grain business and also from
the Department of Justice in order to
perfect a new feed grain program. As
I understand, the bill before us is at
best a stopgap measure. The Senator
from Louisiana expects Congress to take
affirmative action next year. Is my un-
derstanding correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what the
proposal would lead to. I am hopeful
that it will be possible to hold hearings
not only on corn, but also dairying dur-
ing the early part of next year.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Section (b) of the
Senator’s amendment provides for that
very thing.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should
like to have the attention of the Senator
from Louisiana and the Senator from
Kentucky as I make some comments.

I have heard from the wheatgrowers
and the livestock and poultry feeders of
my section of the country, which encom-
passes Idaho, Washington, and Oregon.
They are pointing out that based on the
Kansas City market, for example, and
eliminating the freight differential,
which is always a handicap to us, feed
grain in the Pacific Northwest is costing
them from $7 to $10 a ton more than it
costs in Kansas City, and that this is
bound to exterminate many feeders in
the Northwest. They cannot wait until
the next session of Congress.

I believe they are trying to solve this
problem with the help of the Secretary
of Agriculture, in the hope that some
relief can be provided. Much milo and
other feed grains should go to the Pa-
cific Northwest, but the storage people
are doing everything they can to block
its movement. I did not know that the
objective of the farm program was to
enable the storage people to make profits.
I thought the objective was to dispose
of surplus grain, There is a great need
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for surplus grain in the Pacific North-
west. It is all tied up with this version
of the bill, so the wheatgrowers and
feeders of my section of the country have
told me in the last 24 hours. So I wish
to lay this problem before the Senate,
make the legislative history, and get the
comments of any Senator who wishes to
make the legislative history, particularly
the Senator from Louisiana.

The wheatgrowers and feeders in my
section of the country say, “Well, a large
amount of barley, which has been cut out
of the program, is being exported.” It
surely is. We ought to be praised for
that. It is desirable to export barley.
But if we were not exporting barley, our
feeders could not buy barley, because
they could not afford to buy it at sup-
port prices. So that, again, would help
the storage people.

The suggestion has been made to me in
the last 24 hours that I elicit from the
Senator from Louisiana a legislative
history on this phase of the wheat pro-
gram, for it appears now that there will
not be an adequate control system pro-
vision in the bill, There is to be a wheat
program which will be better than
nothing, but far short of the two-price
wheat program, as to which the Senator
from Louisiana has done a masterful
job, and for which we in the Pacific
Northwest are indebted to him. I think
it is perfectly clear from the record that
if he had his way now, he would stand
just where he has been standing with
respect to this question; but he has an
almost impossible task, as the manager
of the bill, to have some measure passed
by the Senate which will at least provide
some protection to agriculture.

But the wheatgrowers in my region
are asking me why it is not possible to
include in the bill a provision, or at least
to make a legislative history, which
would permit the practice that I now de-
scribe; namely, of permitting that
amount of wheat acreage that goes out
of production, so far as feed wheat and
export wheat are concerned, to be
planted, with no supports, in feed grain,
so as to help make available in our part
of the country a supply of feed grain for
the feeders of both livestock and poultry.
I ask the Senator from Louisiana: Is such
a suggestion at all reasonable?

I see no reasoh why acreage should be
permitted to be planted in barley on the
assumption that it will be used for feed
grain, when actually it will not be used
for feed grain, because it will be exported
or placed in storage, since the support
price makes it too expensive to be used
as feed grain in my part of the country
in competition with feed grain marketed
at Kansas City and other midwest cities
at from $7 to $10 a ton cheaper than
our feeders can buy their grain.

If some of the acres in our section of
the country that are not to be covered
by support prices could be planted in
wheat to be used as feed, that might be
of some help. I do not know whether it
will solve the problem at all, but I am
grasping at straws to be of help to the
feeders of my section of the country,
because the evidence we have filed with
the Department of Agriculture is, in my
judgment, unanswerable. It is evidence
provided by research studies made by
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Oregon State University, at Corvallis,
and by Washington State College. They
are impartial studies prepared by men
who know the grain business of the
Pacific Northwest, and they bear out
what I have said in my statement this
morning; namely, that the feeders in the
Northwest cannot compete with the
feeders of the Middle West because of
the differential in the price of grain.
The answer is not to be found in the
freight differential, because that even
compounds their problem.

So I ask the chairman of the commit-
tee: What would be wrong with allowing
some of the acreage that is to be taken
out of production to be planted in
wheat, but only for feed grain use?

Mr, ELLENDER. Of course, I am very
sympathetic to the problem which the
Senator has laid before the Senate. In
order to be of assistance, as he remem-
bers, when we included the compulsory
feed grain provision, we had a section
which provided an interchange between
corn and wheat that could be used for
feed. Unfortunately, since we were un-
able to pass the original title pertaining
to corn and other feed grains—that is, to
make them compulsory—that provision
was stricken from the bill. I regret that
very much, But I want to give the Sen-
ator from Oregon assurance that in the
amendment which was adopted we are
providing some relief, for in it there is a
section which invites those in the posi-
tion the Senator from Oregon has de-
seribed to contact the Department of
Agriculture, in the hope that some
remedial legislation can be enacted come
January.

I wish to give my assurance that I
shall do all I can to alleviate the situa-
tion the Senator from Oregon complains
about. Of course he realizes that our
great difficulty at the moment is that we
have so much wheat in surplus now, and
also so much of feed grains, that to per-
mit the planting of more in another sec-
tion of the country might do violence
to the program.

As I have said, I am very sympathetic
with what the Senator from Oregon is
suggesting; and, come January, I am
very hopeful of being able to present to
the Senate a bill which may correct the
situation about which the Senator from
Oregon complains. ;

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this re-
lief just means economic survival for the
feeders in the Pacific Northwest. I can-
not justify not doing everything I can at
this session to try to provide them with
some relief, If the acres I am talking
about are allowed to be planted to non-
support wheat, it does not seem to me
that will inerease our wheat surplus, be-
cause the support price could not be used
for that wheat. It would be economically
impossible for the support price to be
used for it, because they could not get
their money back. But without this re-
lief, they will have to go out of the feed
business.

The situation in the Pacific Northwest
is that the feeders are being shipped into
the Midwest, where the price of grain is
low, because we cannot get the relief to
which we believe we are entitled.
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We are accustomed to being an eco-
nomic colony of the East and the Mid-
west; we have had that experience for
decades and decades. But the people of
my part of the country want an eman-
cipation proclamation by means of this
part of the bill. We are fed up with be-
ing economic colonists of the Midwest
and the East. We want our economic in-
dependence; and we think we should be
allowed on an economic basis to raise our
own feed, to be fed to our own feeders,
for consumption in our own section of the
country. We can raise the meat that is
needed for the west coast. But what is
happening? Meat is being imported, to
feed the people in Oregon, Washington,
Idaho, and California; and much of that
meat is in the form of our finished
feeders, which have been sent to the
midwest feeding lots, because this un-
justifiable economic  discrimination
against my section of the country is per-
mitted to continue.

I am fighting here today to get an
emanecipation proclamation insofar as
our farmers are concerned, so they no
longer will be the economic colonists
of the Midwest and the East. I do not
understand why Congress insists upon
imposing this kind of economic injustice
upon my section of the country. I do
not see why the people of California,
Washington, Oregon, and Idaho have to
ship their feeders to the Midwest, to he
fattened and slaughtered, and then
shipped back to the west coast, to pro-
vide a meat supply for the people of our
section of the country, when we have in
our section of the country the greatest
herds in the country. This simply is
not right or just.

If we can say to the feeders and to
the wheat growers of my section of the
country, “Here are so many thousands
of acres of wheatland which do not fall
within the wheat program. You cannot
get the support price for wheat grown
on them; but if you want to grow wheat
on them, instead of growing something
else on them or instead of letting them
lie barren and take a soil bank payment
for them, we will let you raise your own
feed grains on them. You will not get
any support money for it, but you can
use the wheat to feed to your own feed-
ers,” what could possibly be wrong with
that, unless we wish to say that as a
matter of policy we are going to penal-
ize the Pacific Northwest. But, Mr.
President, that cannot be justified.
That injustice has been too long en-
dured by the people of my section of the
country.

I want to work with this administra-
tion, and I want to help this adminis-
tration pass sound legislation. But I am
not going to sit here and support this
administration in the perpetuation of
economic injustice against the people of
Oregon. I simply am not going to do it;
and I think this is a place where justice
can be worked out, and I think the feed-
ers of Oregon are entitled to an arrange-
ment which will assure them a supply
of feed grains to be used in the Oregon
feed lots, without having to pay $7 to
$10 a ton more than feeders in Iowa,
Illinois, Kansas, and the feeding lot
areas in that part of the country have
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to pay. So I am pleading for only
simple justice.

We have been trying to work out with
the Department of Agriculture an ar-
rangement by means of which it will
release some of the great quantities of
milo in the midwest storage bins, to help
produce the needed supply of meat. But
we are told that the storage people
would raise holy Ned if such a program
were followed.

So today I ask, here on the floor of
the Senate, whom are we trying to help?
The farmers or the storage profiteers?
I should think we would have had our
belly full—and I am sorry to use that
phrase, but it is so descriptive and so
apropos that I do use it—of storage
scandals. I should think the Sol Estes
case would be enough. The reason why
such a scandal developed is that the
Government has been aiding the storage
people, not the farmers. I want to get
this feed out of storage and into human
stomachs and into the stomachs of live-
stock and poultry, so that, in turn, there
can be a meat supply for human con-
sumption. I also wish to point out that
I do not think we have yet scratched the
surface of the export market, insofar as
the export of meat is concerned.

So there simply cannot be any justifi-
cation for keeping the grain in storage,
where much of it will spoil. Certainly
a study needs to be made of the spoilage
which occurs in connection with the Gov-
ernment’s storage program. It should
not be allowed to spoil in the Govern-
ment storage bins. It should go into
empty human stomachs around the
world; and it should also be made avail-
able to farmers in parts of the country,
such as the Pacific Northwest, which are
being economically diseriminated against
because they are not allowed to compete
on an “equal shake” basis with the feed-
ers in the Midwest.

That is the problem. All I can do is
raise it here. There is no question about
the soundness of the facts on which I
rely, because the conclusions reached in
the studies by the agricultural depart-
ments of Oregon and Washington, to
which I have referred today, have not
been answered by the Department of
Agriculture, and cannot be answered by
the Department of Agriculture, because
2 plus 2 still makes 4, no matter what
kind of rationalization the Department
of Agriculture wishes to give for a con-
tinuance of this discriminatory policy.

I think the Senator from Louisiana
knows how appreciative I am of the
agricultural statesmanship he demon-
strates every time we have an agricul-
tural bill before us. But I would be less
than honest if I did not say that many
of the feeders in Oregon cannot wait
until January; by January, many of
them will be dead broke and out of
business. Now is the time for this ad-
ministration to write into this bill some
protection which will give Oregon feed-
ers an equal competitive “break’ with
feeders in the Midwest. We are not ask-
ing for more; but we are asking for that.
Until that is done, in my judgment the
Oregon feeders will remain the economic
colonists of the feeders in the Midwest
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gnd the East; and that cannot be justi-
ed.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I call up my amendment, “8-
20-62—D.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota to the committee amend-
ment will be read.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
on page 49, beginning in line 1, after the
period, to strike out all through line 5.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, this is the appropriate time
to call up the amendment since the Sen-
ate has just adopted an amendment
which would repeal the 1958 act placing
a minimum price support on corn at 65
percent of parity.

It has been very difficult for me to be
on the floor during the consideration of
this farm bill. All day the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Agriculture has
been taking final action on the agricul-
ture appropriation bill, and I am the
ranking Republican member of that
committee, so I feel I must be there.
But the amendment I am calling up
would repeal this provision in the pres-
ent law, a provision that was put in the
law about 2 years ago, which reads as
follows:

Price support for corn, grain sorghums,
and barley shall be made available on not to
exceed the normal production of the 1963
acreage of corn, grain sorghums, and barley
of each eligible farm based on its average
yield per acre for the 1859 and 1960 crop
acreage.

Previous to that provision, the pro-
gram provided price supports on feed
grains and other grains on the amount
actually produced by the farmer. This
language provides the farmer can receive
price supports on only his average pro-
duction of the previous 2 years.

Let me illustrate how it works in my
State. Last year we had a severe
drought. In much of the area there
was practically no crop at all. Thus the
average yield was greatly reduced. This
year we have a good crop. So the farm-
ers find themselves able to get price sup-
ports on only about half of their feed
grain production. They feel it is unfair.
I believe it is unfair. It is particularly
unfair since price supports have been
reduced from 65 to 90 percent of parity
to 0 to 90 percent of parity under an
amendment just approved by the Sen-
ate.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, there
is a good deal of merit to what the
Senator from North Dakota has said.
Since the provision that his amendment
strikes from the committee amendment
is in the House bhill, the provision will
be in conference, and I am willing to
accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Dakota
to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
order to bring about the appropriate
parliamentary situation, I move to re-
consider the votes on all amendments
to the committee amendment which have
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been agreed to. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be considered
en bloc for purposes of reconsideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all amendments will be recon-
sidered en bloc——

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from KEentucky reserves the
right to object.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, earlier I
questioned the amendment which has
been voted on, to change price supports
for feed grains from 65 percent of par-
ity to a new standard of 0 to 90 per-
cent of parity. I would like to have the
vote on that amendment reconsidered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the votes
on all other amendments to the com-
mittee amendment, which have been
agreed to, except the Ellender amend-
ment on page 56, after line 2, be recon-
sidered.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the Ellen-
der amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to be recon-
sidered.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A mo-
tion to lay on the table is not debatable.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
withhold my motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator.
I recognize the amendment was agreed
to. I was not here at the time, and very
few Senators were here. There was no
debate on the amendment, which was
not available until today, and no rolleall.

I raised questions regarding the
amendment, as soon as I heard the
amendment was passed by voice vote
and they appear to me to have some
importance. I oppose the compulsory
feed grain control program, for these
reasons:

First, I do not think there is any need
for it. There are no great supplies on
hand, from the standpoint of the volume
of feed grain used each year—5 or 6
month’s supplies. Second, the control
program would deny some farmers the
right to raise feed grains on their own
land to feed their stock which would be
a radical departure. Third, the control
program could lead to controls over live-
stock production. It might not happen,
but raises that possibility.

If the compulsory feed grain program
becomes law, it would mean that prac-
tically every farm crop would be under
some type of Government control, and
every farmer engaged in a Government
farm program.

I know there will be time during the
next year to consider a revised feed
grain program. I know I do not have
to tell the chairman of the committee
of my high regard for him, for his
thoroughness and fairness. I hope he
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will hold three or four hearings or more
over the country, as was done in 1947, to
ascertain the views of farmers, and to de-
termine if there is some way of meeting
the feed grain problem other than by
the compulsory program which the De-
partment of Agriculture desires, and
something better than the present pro-
gram. I want to see a change in the
present program, but we cannot assume
that farmers and farm organizations
over the country have no ideas on the
problem.

What has all this to do with my mo-
tion that the vote on the amendment
be reconsidered? What I have said is
relevant, for I believe the authority to
fix price supports at from 0 to 90 per-
cent provided to the Secretary of Agri-
culture by the amendment, could give
him the power—in fact require him—ito
fix price supports at such a low figure,
that it would have the effect of forcing
the farmers to take a program they did
not want. For the amendment provides
that he must fix supports—0 to 90
percent—at such a figure as would not
increase CCC stocks. This would force
him to lower supports radically. I do
not think my argument is technical; I
think it is fundamental.

The Secretary is firmly wedded to
compulsory programs. I know Mr, Wil-
lard Cochrane, his assistant, who came
with him to our committee, is firmly
wedded to compulsory control programs.
They so testified. The amendment, au-
thorizing price supports at 0 to 90 per-
cent, accompanied by the provision that
such price support level must not add to
stocks, would require the Secretary and
others who are wedded to the idea of
a compulsory feed grain program, to fix
price supports at such a low level that
the farmers might be forced to vote for
a compulsory feed grain program.

I think, in all fairness to the farmers,
we should take the possibility I have
mentioned into account.

I am afraid the Senate will take this
amendment. It has already taken it.
I am not complaining, No gquorum was
called on it following the quorum on
taking up the farm bill. I understand
there was no debate on the amendment,
and no rollcall vote. But, if the vote is
reconsidered—and I would like to have it
reconsidered—I want to be recorded as
voting against the amendment for the
reasons I have given, and give other
Senators the same chance. Then, if the
Senate wants to approve the amend-
ment, it will be the Senate’s judgment.

I move to reconsider.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
am going to withdraw the motion to
reconsider. Before I do so, in order that
we may accommodate Senators who wish
to make some comment, I withhold.
Other Senators are interested. I shall
withdraw the motion.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I am not
particularly worried about how to con-
trol surpluses of feed grains 2 or 3 years
from now. What concerns me most is
whether we shall have enough feed grain
production in the country to meet the
demand both here and abroad. The
demand for feed grains is growing by
leaps and bounds. People all over the
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world are demanding finished beef now,
and that requires feed grains. Our own
population is increasing at the rate of
nearly 3 million people a year.

To show the position we are in at the
present- time I should like to put a few
figures in the Recorp. I shall take corn
as an example, and the USDA figures as
authority for what I shall say.

In 1961 we fed and sold, according to
the revised figures of the Department,
3,983 million bushels of corn. In the
same year of 1961 we produced 3,624 mil-
lion bushels of corn. The carryover at
the end of the marketing year was 350
million bushels less than the carryover
the year before.

Approximately 100 million bushels of
the decrease was brought about by the
billion dollar emergency program, and
250 million bushels of the reduction re-
sulted from increased sales and feeding
of feed grains.

The marketing and feeding of corn for
the year 1962 is expected to be far in
excess of 1961. I believe I heard on the
radio this morning that the Department
estimates 2145 million more tons will be
fed this year than were fed last year.

According to the statistics, there are
4 percent more cattle on feed now than
there were a year ago, and we are feed-
ing at a 10 percent higher rate than we
were 5 years ago. That is going to take
a lot of feed grains.

The carryover for October 1 of this
year is estimated at 1,650 million bushels,
or slightly over a 4 months’ supply, figur-
ing at the rate of feeding which pre-
vailed last year. We are now using feed
grains in this country at a rate in excess
of our total production for the record
years of 1959 and 1960.

So it does not seem to me that we
need worry too much about surpluses of
feed grains. In 2 or 3 years we may be
worrying about having enough feed
grains to meet our own requirements
and the demand for export.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President,
again I give reassurance to my good
friend from EKentucky that before offer-
ing the amendment I had the law exam-
ined. The Secretary of Agriculture will
be unable to provide any program of any
kind of controls on the production of
corn and other feed grains. The 0 to 90
percent provision may be used by the
Secretary to encourage production. He
will not have to do so but the provision
may be used to encourage the production
of corn and other feed grains, as is done
in the case of soybeans and other com-
modities which may be in shortage.
That is the provision in the law now, I
say to my good friend.

In my amendment I have provided
that the same price supports procedure
may be invoked for corn as for many
other commodities. It can be used, as
I said, in the event we need more pro-
duction.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that my motion
to reconsider may be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Minnesota? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, as the
chairman of the committee knows quite
well, I have absolute confidence in any-
thing the chairman tells us, as have all
the members of the committee. Allof us
on the committee know of his absolute
fairness in all these matters.

The chairman knows that when the
farm bill was first before the committee,
and before the Senate earlier in the year,
and again when the bill as passed by the
House was last before the committee, I
supported that part of the bill which
would revise the wheat allotment pro-
gram, because wheat has been the most
troublesome and persistent surplus.
Also, a distinction can be made between
wheat—a crop susceptible to rigid con-
trols, and which has had a control pro-
gram for many years—and feed grains.

I feel so strongly about the compul-
sory feed grains program that I do not
want to see any action taken now which
could give the Department of Agricul-
ture a power, such as the 0 to 90 per-
cent support price, which at some time—
next year, or the year after that—would
be used, in fact, required to be used, and
which would have a coercive effect in
bringing about the adoption of a com-
pulsory feed grains program.

I know the chairman does not have
anything like that in mind. But last
year and again this year the Secretary
of Agriculture and his advisers came be-
fore our committee and expressed the
view that the compulsory feed grains
program must be adopted as a perma-
nent program. Of course, when the
committee refused to adopt it, they had
the question taken to the Senate, and by
a very small majority of 42 to 38 it was
adopted by the Senate. I assume the
Department of Agriculture, the Secre-
tary and his advisers, are not going to
relinquish their effort to secure a com-
pulsory feed grains program.

I do not accept the view, because they
offer it, that it is a “must” program.
The subject of agriculture is a kind of
mystery to many people. The chairman
knows farm programs, along with the
distinguished Senator from Vermont
[Mr. A1keEN] and the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. Youncl.
But the lack of knowledge of farm pro-
grams is general throughout the coun-
try, and I say, with all respect, this mys-
tery, lack of understanding, is reflected
in newspaper editorials. Many take the
position that the feed grains program
ought to be adopted as a part of the
administration program, without rec-
ognizing that it has much deeper con-
sequences and significance. Many do
not know that it would lead to controls
at some time upon livestock and poultry,
that it would mean that many farmers
would be prohibited from growing feed
for use on their own farms, and that it
would lead to a control over crops and
farmers that this country has never
known. Wheat, cotton, tobacco are dif-
ferent. Feed grains are inherent in the
farmers’ use of his farm.

I should like to see at least some seg-
ment of the farmers remain free from
governmental controls and governmen-
tal support.,
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I do not want to be overly suspicious.
Its effect could force enactment of a
compulsory feed grain confrol program
if such a program were enacted.

So, I move to reconsider the vote. I
shall ask for a quorum call, so that the
Senate can vote on whether the support
price for the 1964 crop and subsequent
crops of corn shall be changed from 65
percent of parity to some point to be de-
termined by the Secretary between 0
and 90 percent of parity.

Mr. President, I move to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will have to obtain unanimous
consent in order to make such a mo-
tion. Does the Senator ask unanimous
consent for that purpose?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, of
course, I could have objected but I did
not want to do so. I am for free de-
bate. I do not wish to be accused of
trying to “put something over” on Sena-
tors. But I assure my good friend from
Kentucky that by the adoption of the
amendment, there is no law now existing
that would give the Secretary of Agri-
culture the power to put into effect any
kind of program of acreage control on
corn. The purpose of the amendment
was merely to put corn in the same cate-
gory as soybeans and other commodities
in providing an opportunity for fluctua-
tion in price supports, in the event that
the Secretary of Agriculture saw fit to
do so for the purpose of increasing pro-
duction. After all, that is the purpose
of the price support program.

What I argue against is a program un-
der which the Federal Government would
be compelled to support prices of com-
modities the supply of which was far
in excess of our needs. That is why I
attempted to place growers of corn and
other feed grains in the same category
as growers of tobacco, cotton, peanuts,
rice, and wheat. As to the producers
of those commodities, the support prices
were fixed in the law. But in order to
obtain the support prices, growers had
to conform to acreage allotments. But
that was not so in the case of corn and
other feed grains. That was the essen-
tial difference between the programs af-
fecting corn and those relating to other
basic commodities.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, I repeat
that in no way do I question the good
faith of the Senator from Louisiana,
either with rezard to the vote taken or
in any way. There is no fairer man in
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the question is on the
motion to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from Minnesota to table fhe motion to
reconsider. :
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the

roll.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota withhold his
motion to lay on the table?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I withhold it.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to explain
my position to the Senators who have
come into the Chamber. I want to ex-
plain the purpose of my motion.

Today the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry offered an amendment which was
adopted. Under present law, the 1958
act, the support price for corn is fixed
at 90 percent of the average market price
for the 3 preceding years, or at 65 per-
cent of parity, whichever is higher. The
effect of the chairman’s amendment is
to change the present law and to provide
authority to the Secretary of Agriculture
to fix the support price for the 1964 and
subsequent crops of corn from 0 fto
90 percent. It further provides that the
support price shall be such as the Sec-
retary determines will not increase the
Commodity Credit Corporation’s stocks
of corn.

Under the authority, which would be
given to the Secretary, he could pro-
vide price support at such level as he
determines would not result in any net
gain in Government stocks of corn. It
means that there would be very little if
any support for corn.

The amendment was adopted. I have
moved to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was adopted.

If my motion is successful, we will
then vote again on the amendment. My
purpose in opposing the amendment can
be stated as follows:

First, I should like to give the situa-
tion as I understand it if the pending
farm bill is adopted. A voluntary pro-
gram for corn and other feed grains will
be continued in 1963. Then, before 1964,
Congress would have to act either to ex-
tend the voluntary program or, if it
should not be extended, to provide an-
other program for corn and other feed
grains,

If no program should be provided, we
would be back to the basic law, to the
1958 program, which now provides sup-
port for corn at 65 percent of parity,
and for other feed grains at a price
related to corn.

With the change which is offered in
the support price by the chairman's
amendment, there would be no program
for corn and feed grains, in my judg-
ment.

My reasons for questioning the amend-
ment arise from the coercive effect it
could play in the adoption of a compul-
sory feed grains program. The Depart-
-ment of Agriculture and the Secretary
want  Congress to adopt a compulsory
feed grain control program. There are
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those in the Senate and in Congress who
also want to see the program adopted.

Others have opposed it, as I do for
reasons which we have stated many
times. We do not believe that the same
argument can be made for the feed grain
program as can be made for wheat which
is the chief source of our surplus. Stocks
of feed grains in surplus, while they
represent large amounts in volume and
value, actually are sufficient only to meet
needs and use for a period not to exceed
6 months for corn, and similar periods
of time for other feed grains. A drought,
unusual use, or increased feeding of live-
stock, could greatly reduce these sup-
plies. In fact, there might be shortages.
We do not know what will happen a
year or two years from now.

Many have raised the objection, when
the bill was before us in the past months,
that they do not want to see a situation
develop in the country in which farmers
cannot raise feed grains necessary for
use on their own farms. That would be
a radical departure in our farm pro-
grams; it would be something which has
never before occurred in our country.
Even the wheat program contains an
exemption for wheat grown and fed on
the same farm.

Another objection is that the com-
pulsory feed grain program could lead
ultimately to controls over livestock.

When the omnibus farm bill was be-
fore us in 1961, and the Secretary of
Agriculture and his officials, it was clear
that it might lead to controls over
livestock.

It might be asked what this has to do
with my motion to reconsider the
amendment which was adopted, and to
ask that the present support price for
corn in the basic law be continued rather
than to adopt the change proposed by
the chairman that price supports be
fixed at 0 to 90 percent and at a level
which would result in no additional corn
going into Government stocks.

I think it evident that if the Secretary
of Agriculture had the power to fix sup-
port prices at any figure he wished be-
tween 0 and 90 percent, and also to give
support only to the extent that the Gov-
ernment would take over no corn unless
it sold an equal amount, farmers would
have little choice, except to say, “We
will accept the compulsory feed grain
program.” There would be no reason-
able alternative.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Kentucky
yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator
has just touched on a very sensitive and
important phase of this particular
amendment. The theory of support
prices in the discretion of the Secretary
of Agriculture, from 0 to 90 percent, as
a means of regulating the inducement or
control of future crops, has much to be
said in its favor. However, the Senator
has just pointed out that such a proposal
puts a substantially coercive power in
the hands of the Gecretary. We all
realize that. He can fix the ‘support
price at any amount he wishes, from 90
percent to 0. This is very important,
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considering the present aftitude of the
Secretary of Agriculture.

I call the Senator’'s attention to one
particular fact and ask him if he agrees
with me. Last year or a year and a half
ago it was the direct testimony of the
Secretary of Agriculture that he ex-
pected to use—and, in fact, he did use
it last year—the authority to sell corn
on the market in order, as he himself
said, to hold the price of corn down, so
as to coerce farmers into going into his
emergency feed grain program. He used
that power to coerce the farmers to ac-
cept the program which he wanted to
force upon them.,

I suggest that having already demon-
strated his arbitrary power to sell corn
on the market at the market price, and
thus depress the market to $1 or below
on corn, it is reasonable to believe that,
having discretionary power from 0 to 90
percent, he might be very likely to use
such power to threaten farmers with no
support price whatsoever unless they
accepted the compulsory control pro-
gram. This has been the consistent pur-
pose of the Department of Agriculture
ever since the present administration
took office more than a year and a half
ago. Does the Senator from Kentucky
believe that is a reasonable assumption?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Iowa is in error. It would be necessary
for Congress to pass a law in order to
give the Secretary such power. In other
words, the Secretary of Agriculture
would not have the power to say—if
the amendment were adopted—that
acreage controls would be, for example,
at 50 percent of parity. He would have
no such authority if the amendment were
adopted.

The law now on the statute books,
which would be repealed by this amend-
ment, gives the Secretary of Agriculture
the power, without even submitting the
question to the corn growers, to say,
“You can grow all the corn you desire,
and you will get price supports ranging
from 90 percent of the average of the 3
years’ market price, or 65 percent of
parity, which ever is higher.”

This amendment would repeal that
part of the law. In other words, the
Secretary of Agriculture would not have
to go to a support price of more than the
rate I have just given, with unlimited
production.

If the bill should be enacted with the
amendment as proposed, the emergency
program would be extended for another
year. At the end of that year, the farm-
ers would be free to plant all they
wished, but without price supports, un-
less the Secretary desired to provide
price supports in order to encourage
production. The problem is that simple,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr., Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Kenfucky
yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am refer-
ring to the language of the amendment.
As I read it, it seems to be quite clear.
It is. the amendment offered by the
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Senafor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
designated “8-26-62—F." As I under-
stand, that is the amendment which is
now under discussion. It provides:

Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 101 of this act, beginning with the 1964
crop, price support shall be made avallable
to producers for each crop of corn at such
level, not to exceed 90 per centum of the
parity price therefor, as the Secretary deter-
mines will not result in increasing Commod-
ity Credit Corporation stocks of corn.

If that does not give the Secretary the
right to set the price support level from
0 to 90 percent, I do not understand the
amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. It does; but it would
not be under compulsion. The Senator
from Eentucky is afraid that if the
amendment were adopted, the Secretary
of Agriculture would have the right to
control acreage.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not un-
gg:tm that to be the Senator’s posi-

Mr. COOPER. That is not my posi-
tion; absolutely not. I am perfectly
clear about the provision. I am com-
pletely in accord with the Senator’s view
of the purpose of the amendment., I
know that if the bill is enacted, there
will be a voluntary feed program in 1963.
I understand, also, that if that program
is not extended next year and if no other
program is adopted, there will be a rever-
sion to the 1958 act. Does the Senator
agree with that statement?

Mr. ELLENDER. If my amendment
were not adopted?

Mr. COOPER. If the amendment
were not adopted, or under any other
circumstance. If a new program were
not adopted for 1964, and the voluntary
program were not extended, there would
be a reversion to the 1958 act. Corn
producers would come under the 1958
act.

Mr. ELLENDER. After expiration of
the extension of the emergency program.

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Certainly, if this
amendment were not adopted, that would
be the case.

Mr. COOPER. There is no conten-
tion on my part that if the amendment
were adopted, the Secretary would be
given power to fix acreage allotments,
for that is not the case.

Mr. ELLENDER. No. With all due
respect to the Senator, the amendment
would not give the Secretary the right
to fix any acreage allotment.

Mr. COOPER. I said that; I under-
stand perfectly well. I want the Sen-
ator to understand my objection to the
amendment.

The purpose of the administration,
the purpose of the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the purpose of his advisers, the
purpose of the Senator from ILouisi-
ana—and the Senator is perfectly honest
and clear about it—is to secure passage
of a compulsory feed grain program to
become effective in 1964, I think the
Senator will agree with me in that
statement.

If the BSenator’s amendment were
adopted, it would provide an instrument
in the hands of the Secretarv of Aeri-
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culture, which he would be required to
use and which would have a coercive
effect in achieving a compulsory feed
grain program. If the Senator’s amend-
ment were adopted, the Secretary of
Agriculture would, I believe, be required
to establish supports at a low price. For
the Senator’s amendment provides that
the support must be low enough so that
there would be no increase in CCC
stocks.

There would be no alternative to the
compulsory program except a support
price which would drive down the price.
Farmers would find it necessary to
move into a compulsory feed grain con-
trol program, whether they wished to go
into it or not.

Next year, when we come to consider
a new feed grains program, I want these
alternatives available to the farmers.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Senator from EKenfucky concedes, does
he not, that in order to initiate a pro-
gram of compulsion, the Secretary of
Agriculture would have to have Congress
enact a law which would give him that
power?

Mr. COOPER. Yes, I know that.

Mr. ELLENDER. Certainly.

Mr. COOPER. But I am arguing
against this amendment.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I cannot
become alarmed about the amendment
offered by the Senator from Louisiana.
As I interpret it, it does not give the
Secretary of Agriculture any authority
to offer no price support at all. In fact,
it says that price supports shall be made
available to the producers of each crop,
and then it gives the Secretary of Agri-
culture authority to set the price sup-
port at a level which will not exceed 90
percent of parity. In other words, it is
an effort to control the production of
corn, through the price support level,
rather than through control of the num-
ber of acres to be planted.

I presume that the Secretary of Agri-
culture would determine the level of
price support by looking at the amount
of corn on hand and the amount which
would be needed for the year. Un-
doubtedly he would also be governed by
the corn growers intentions to plant for
that year. If on the first of March they
showed an intention to increase greatly
their planting, undoubtedly he would re-
duce the support level from the level at
which he otherwise would set it.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ver-
mont yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Burpick in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Vermont yield to the Senator
from North Dakota?

Mr. ATIKEN. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. How
does the amendment differ from the
Aiken Act of 1948 and the Anderson Act
of 1949, which provided for supports of
from 0 to 90 percent?

Mr. AIKEN. Was it supported at 90
percent that year? I thought it was 60
percent. .

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. No, it
was from 0 to 90 percent.
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Mr. AIKEN. I take the Senator's
word for it.

Mr. ELLENDER. We had that for all
feed grains except corn.

Mr. ATEEN. That is correct.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. But
there was then a yardstick by which the
Secretary had to go. I wonder how that
differed from the amendment of the
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. AIKEN. AsIrecall, the Secretary
fixed the support price for corn at that
time at from 60 to 90 percent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. For corn, it was
from 75 to 90 percent.

Mr. AIKEN. At any rate, I know that
this proposal to regulate the production
of a crop by means of the support level
is a doctrine which I have heard many
of my good old Republican friends
preach for the last 20 years. We know
that Secretary Benson asked for such
an amendment; and I am delighted, and
I am sure Secretary Benson will also be
delichted to have the Senator from
Louisiana offer the amendment for him
at this time.

So, Mr. President, I am not alarmed
about this amendment.

I am sure that regardless of whatever
law we enact at this time, another agri-
cultural program will be proposed next
year, and another one will be proposed
the next year. There has been one every
year for the last 22 years that I have
been here, and I do not know why we
should assume that times would change
in the next 22 years.

At any rate, this amendment appears
to give the authority which Secretary
Benson so earnestly requested. Finally,
as I recall, he said he would accept a
60-percent minimum. However, Con-
gress would not let him have that; and
Congress made him take a 65-percent
minimum, and President Eisenhower re-
luctantly signed that bill.

S0 I am a little amazed that the 1958
law is referred to as the Benson-Repub-
lican law, because it was not satisfactory
to Secretary Benson, and the Republican
President signed the bill reluctantly.

Nevertheless, as I have said, I am sure
ex-Secretary of Agriculture Benson will
be delighted to find that the Senator
from Louisiana is at last supporting his
proposal; and in that case I see nothing
else to do but support the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I rise to
support the position so ably stated by
the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CooPer], who urged Members
of the Senate to vote to reconsider the
action taken by the Senate on the
amendment—action taken when only a
few Members of the Senate were on the
floor, and taken without a yea or nay
vote, and taken at a time when many
Senators were in committee, in connec-
tion with their necessary committee re-
sponsibilities.

Mr. President, why do I ask that the
vote on this amendment be reconsid-
ered? I may say that I agree with the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Argewx]
that this is the Benson flexible price sup-
port proposal; and I stand here as one
who opposed the Benson proposal every
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time Secretary Benson made it, at a
time when a President of my own politi-
cal persuasion was in the White House.
I see no reason to change my position
now, just because some of the Demo-
cratic Members of the Senate have be-
come Johnny-come-lately converts to
the Benson philosophy. I was against
it then, and I am against it now, inso-
far as it pertains to eliminating all the
mandatory price supports and giving to
the Secretary of Agriculture the right
to set flexible price supports at from
0 to 90 percent.

I think there are even more valid rea-
sons to oppose this flexible price support
formula now than were available to me
when I was against this provision during
the administration of Mr. Eisenhower
and Secretary Benson, because, as now
placed before us, this is a more stringent
approach and a more direct blow at price
supports than was the case when Sec-
retary Benson proposed it originally.

I call attention to the fact that this
proposal that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture be given the right to set price sup-
ports at from 0 to 90 percent is mnot
even as innocent as it would seem if one
were to stop right there, for I ask Sena-
tors to continue to read the amendment,
and read the provision at the top of page
2, and consider the straitjacket in which
the amendment would put the Secretary
of Agriculture, from the standpoint of
being unable to provide a fair and rea-
sonable price to the corn producers.
They were not content fo give the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the right to set the
pricte supports at from 0 to 90 per-
cent.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from South
Dakota yield?

Mr, MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. A little
while ago, in colloquy with the Senator
from Vermont, I stated that the support
price for corn under the Aiken Act of
1948 and under the Anderson Act of 1949
was from 0 to 90 percent. But in
checking on it, I find that the price sup-
port for corn was from 60 to 90 percent,
and the price support of all other feed
grains was from 0 to 90 percent. I
wish to make that correction.

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct.

Mr, President, this amendment is out-
Bensoning Benson, and is doing so in a
big way, because they are not content to
give the Secretary of Agriculture the
right to fix price supports on corn at
from 0 to 90 percent, but they also in-
clude a mandate and a guideline, and
put him in a vise, and say, “The Secre-
tary can set the price supports on corn at
from 0 to 90 percent”; but in line 2
they say “at such price level as the Sec-
retary determines will not result in in-
creasing Commodity Credit Corporation
stocks of corn.” -

But, Mr. President, in view of the
present status of corn stocks and the
present status of production and the
present status of the secience of farming,
this language probably would compel the
Secretary of Agriculture to put price
supports on corn at 0 minus 10 per-
cent, and thus would make the farmer
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pay a penalty for raising corn. No doubt
they could not even afford to set price
supports at zero, because they would in-
sist that it be at such a level that not one
kernel of corn would be added to the
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks;
and in view of the vast stocks on hand
and the productive capacity of the
country, no Secretary of Agriculture
could, under these instructions, live with
himself and be a self-respecting and
honest public official and put any price
whatever on corn.

So I submit that all at once we find
the Democrats out-Bensoning Benson.
I suspect they should get a special plane
and fly out to Salt Lake City and publicly
and collectively apologize to Secretary
Benson that they took so long to become
converted to the Benson philosophy. I
freely give them my seat on the plane,
because I am not going. I have not
changed my mind. I think we owe the
farmers some kind of price supports, the
same kind of consideration as was given
to all other segments of the economy,
where we have permeating through the
economy all kinds of guarantees and
safeguards for shippers, bankers, in-
dustrialists, manufacturers, the mer-
chant marine. But now, all at once,
the corn farmer is told, “You are going
to be reduced to a situation where an
honest Secretary of Agriculture is going
to have to fix your price supports at
zero.”

That is not all. I would like now to
talk to Senators whose areas do not
raise much corn——

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield before he
launches into a discussion of that par-
ticular phase of his dissertation?

Mr. MUNDT. Iyield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does the Sen-
ator agree that the purpose of the
amendment is to knock out the 1949 act
provisions?

Mr. MUNDT. So far as corn is con-
cerned.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. And the so-
called 1949 act, as amended in 1958——

Mr. ELLENDER. The 1958 act.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The 1958
provisions of the 1949 act. In 1958
changes were made in the 1949 act. I
refer to section 105, which says in effect
that beginning with the 1959 crop, price
supports shall be made available to pro-
ducers at 90 percent of the average price
received by farmers during the 3
calendar years immediately preceding

. the calendar year in which the market-

ing year for such crop begins, adjusted
to offset the effect of such price of any
abnormal quantities of low-grade corn
marketed during any of such year, pro-
vided that the level of price support for
any crop of corn shall noft be less than
65 percent of parity therefor.

In other words, while there is a for-
mula for price supports on corn, there
is a safeguard of 65 percent below which
the price cannot go under any circum-
stances.

Mr, MUNDT. That is correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. So the pres-
ent law is not 0 to 90 percent, but, in
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effect, 90 percent of the average price of
the preceding 3 years, but in no case less
than 65 percent.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.

There now are two safeguards. The sec~
ond safeguard absolutely prohibits the
price support from dropping below 65
percent.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My dquestion
is, Why monkey with the 1958 act at all?
Why not leave it as it is? What is to be
accomplished by this amendment?

Mr. MUNDT. I believe the present
act is unsatisfactory in the manner that
it is inadequate to do the job that needs
to be done to protect the corn farmers,
but it is immeasurably better than elim-
inating the safeguards altogether. What
the Ellender amendment proposes to do
is finally to get around to what some
people have been frying to do for some
time, including the Committee on Eco-
nomie Development, and that is to take
the minimum wage protection away
from the farmer, which he has in the
way of price supports, while workers in
manufacturing have a minimum wage.

This is a proposal to go full wheel
around and say to the farmer, “You are
going to have no protection at all, while
the products that you purchase in the
way of machinery and supplies from in-
dustry will have the protection of a
minimum wage for the working people.”
Because the people in industry have a
minimum wage, and they probably are
entitled to it, it has been necessary to
provide some kind of minimum wage for
the farmers who buy the products of in-
dustry. Now the farmers are being told
all at once, “You will get no kind of pro-
tection. You will get nothing which
will reduce your costs. You will get
nothing which will reduce the cost of
supplies you buy from industry which
are held up because of minimum wages
in the industry.” The farmer is simply
being told, “We are not going to do any-
thing for you, except to slide your price
supports down to zero.”

Let me say to Senators who do not
come primarily from corn areas, I think
every Senator represents farmers who
raise some kind of feed grains on the
farm. May I point out that it is not
proposed that the whole act shall be re-
pealed. I call attention to title 3, which
is not repealed, which is really going to
put the farmer in the poorhouse if the
amendment is followed. Let me illus-
trate.

Title III, section 302, provides—and
this would be continued—

Without restricting price supports to those
commodities for which the marketing quota
or marketing agreement or order program is
in effect, price support shall insofar as feasi-
ble be made avallable to producers of any
storable nonbasic agricultural commodity for
which such a program is in effect and who
are complylng with such program.

Now we are talking about oats. Now
we are talking about barley. Now we are
talking about all the other feed grains
which come into the picture.

What are the rules which obtain in
that connection? I read them because
they are found in section 401, subpara-
graph (b) of the 1949 act, which would
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remain in the law if price supports were
allowed to go down to zero.
It provides:

The price supports at which other com-
modities—

These are all the other feed grains—
are being supported, and in the case of feed

grains, the feed values of such grains in
relation to corn—

So it means the price supports are
going to be eut down on every other feed
grain in relation to corn value at zero
per bushel, if the Secretary goes the full
route. And the Secretary, if he is an
honest man, a responsible public official,
has no other choice, in view of what is
ineluded in the Ellender amendment,
that the Secretary must provide price
supports to producers for each crop of
corn at such level as the Secretary deter-
mines will not result in increasing Com-
modity Credit Corporation stocks of corn.

If Senators want to scuttle the farm
program, if they want to jump across and
go on record as saying we are not going
to give the producers of corn, barley,
oats, and feed grains any protection
whatsoever, they are not going to do it
with the vote of the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MUNDT. Iyield.
Mr. CURTIS. If this amendment is

adopted, for how long a time will it
continue by its terms? Is it to be
permanent law?

Mr. MUNDT.
nent law.

Mr. CURTIS. Does this proposal have
the support of Secretary of Agriculture
Freeman and of the President of the
United States?

Mr. MUNDT. I do not see the chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry present, but the acting ma-
jority leader [Mr. HumpHREY] could
probably tell us, because I think he
knows something about the Secretary of
Agriculture, I wonder if he could ad-
vise the Senate whether the Secretary of
Agriculture supports the amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do notknow that
the Secretary of Agriculture has ad-
vanced this proposal. I understand this
is the handiwork of the chairman of the
committee, and the chairman has spoken
as to its purposes. I do not think one
could commit the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to this particular phase of the
amendment. g

Mr. CURTIS. I think it is important
that we know whether or not the Sec-
retary is opposed to it, because——

Mr. MUNDT. As a partial answer, I
have heard the distinguished Secretary
of Agriculture, who is a neighbor of
mine, on television and radio berate
Secretary Benson time after time after
time because Benson favored this flex-
ible price proposal. So I think it would
be an extremely quick switch if the
Secretary of Agriculture now favors the
philosophy which he condemned because
he thought it was wrong when Benson
proposed it. So, unless the Secretary
has made a complete about-face, he
would have to be opposed to this pro-
posal.

It will become perma-
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Mr, CURTIS. I think we should know
before we vote.

Mr. MUNDT. I agree. 1 think we
should know all about this amendment.
I think we should know about feed
grains. I am now going into a segment
of agriculture that is going to be under-
mined even more.

Mr. CURTIS. Suppose this provision
became permanent law and the Secre-
tary, in order not to increase the stocks
of the Commodity Credit Corporation,
materially lowered the present support
price.

It is contended by a great many farm-
ers and nonfarmers that when such a
thing happens some farmers are com-
pelled, in order to stay in business, to
produce more bushels. So they plant
the crop thicker. They tend the crop
more vigorously. They add more fer-
tilizer. They add more water. If they
do that and end up by actually pro-
ducing more corn, thus adding to the
stocks of the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration, what then, under the mandatory
language, must the Secretary do the fol-
lowing year?

Mr. MUNDT. I will tell the Senator
what he will do. The Senator from
Kentucky put his finger on that.

Mr. CURTIS. What must he do?

Mr. MUNDT. There will then be
chaos. Since the Secretary would not
have permission, under the bill, to put
the price supports for corn at less than
zero, since he would not have authority
to say to the farmer, “We will give you
a zero price support and fine you 10
cents a bushel for raising corn,” he will
then have to come along with a manda-
tory control program, which the House
of Representatives so emphatically re-
jected the last time. We shall then be
confronted by a situation in which the
farmer will have to have a license to
grow corn. There will be a compulsory
program all down the line. The farmer
will be told how much corn he can raise,
how to raise it, and at what price he can
sell it.

The Senator from Louisiana is quite
correct in saying that this would require
new legislation, but at that time there
would be such chaos that nothing else
would make sense, because the proposal
in the amendment does not go quite far
enough to give the Secretary of Agricul-
ture the right he would have to have to
make the amendment effective, which is
the right to penalize and to fine the
corn farmer 10 or 15 cents a bushel for
every bushel raised. If that were done,
then it might be possible to cut the sur-
plus. It would also ruin agriculture.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator will yield further,
I wish to say that the time has long since
passed when we should have discarded
a negative approach to agriculture. This
Congress should direct its attention to
the greater uses of and greater markets
for agricultural products, rather than
follow a policy of continual retrench-
ment. Itisentirely possible that if such
were done the production momentum
would not be even as great as it is now.

There was appointed, pursuant to an
act of Congress, a bipartisan commission
to recommend industrial uses of our
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farm surpluses. It is my information
that our overall surpluses run only about °
7 percent. The world surpluses are in
starches, not in proteins. From starches
we can, through chemistry, make per-
haps almost everything we use in our
industrial plants.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for just a moment?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from
South Dakota has the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL
in the chair). Does the Senator from
South Dakota yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a
group of us must attend a meeting of
the Committee on Appropriations, for a
markup. We would like to be present
for the vote. I wonder, if the Senator
will yield so that we may ask for the yeas
and nays on the amendment.

Mr. MUNDT. The motion pending is
the motion to reconsider.

Mr. HOLLAND, Or on the motion to
lay on the table.

Mr. MUNDT. A motion to lay on the
table has not yet been made.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, at
the proper time I shall move to lay the
motion on the table, but I have tried to
accommodate Senators, at the request of
the Senator from Kentucky. I do not
think the yeas and nays can be ordered
until the motion to lay on the table is
made. I did not wish to cut off debate.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, would
the distinguished Senator ascertain the
attitude of the Department of Agricul-
ture before he presses for a vote on this
question?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The chairman of
the committee will be in the Chamber
in a short time. May I say that there
does not seem to have been too much
regard for the attitude of the Secretary
of Agriculture.

Mr. CURTIS. I pay regular attention
to him.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not see why
we should overburden him at the mo-
ment.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the request is a reasonable one.
Senators would like to be present for
the vote. I have no idea how many
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee will wish to vote on the question.
We would like to be advised and have
time to get to the Chamber. The only
way that can be accomplished is by hav-
ing the yeas and nays ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the motion to re-
consider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yveas and nays cannot be ordered on a
motion which is not pending.

Mr. MUNDT. The motion to recon-
sider is pending.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further, so that I may com-
plete my thought?

Mr. MUNDT, Iyield.

Mr. CURTIS. A distinguished resi-
dent of Nebraska, Mr. J. Leroy Welsh,
headed that commission. I regret to re-
port that a Department of Agriculture
has not existed since then which would
wholeheartedly grasp the report of that
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commission and sympathetically and de-
terminedly undertake to put it into op-
eration. Until we have that, I think we
shall render a disservice to agriculture.

I wonder if the Senator would agree.

Mr. MUNDT. I invite the attention of
the Senator from Nebraska to the fact
that on page 94 of the pending bill can
be found title V, which was added to the
bill on motion by the Senator from South
Dakota, which would provide an indus-
trial uses section, which at long last
would enable us to go forward with the
program of industrial utilization of farm
products spelled out in complete detail.

Mr. CURTIS. I understand, butI am
speaking of the attitude of the Depart-
ment.

Mr. MUNDT. So far as the Depart-
ment is concerned, it has not taken a
position on this particular title, which
was added in the committee. I hope
that the House will approve it. If we
pass an agricultural bill, this is the one
part of the bill which makes economic
sense.

Mr. President, in the event there can
be order in the Chamber, I should like
to discuss another phase of the bill.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

The Senate is in order. The Senator
may proceed.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I have
pointed out that the Ellender amend-
ment not only would shoot price sup-
ports out from under the corn farmers,
but also would do equally devastating
damage to the producers of every other
feed grain, because their price supports
are necessarily related to the price sup-
ports for corn under the Agricultural
Act of 1949, and that is spelled out in
detail in section 401(b).

In addition to all this, Mr. President,
I should like to call the attention of
Senators in the dairy field, or whose
constituents are in that field or who
raise livestock——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate and the galleries will be in order.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, either
we should try to obtain order, or suspend
without order, because I hate to be in-
terrupted every 15 seconds by a request
for order. If the Presiding Officer will
insist upon order, and get it and keep it,
we can proceed with much more
dispatch.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Chamber.

Mr. MUNDT. Let us take a look at
the livestock industry—hogs, sheep,
poultry and cattle. If we provide a sit-
uation in which there will be no price
supports whatsoever for a basic feed like
corn, we shall create chaos in the live-
stock industry, because the relationship
between livestock prices and the prices
of basic feeds is well established and is
a well-recognized economic principle.
Immediately we would create a situation
in which a clamor would come forth,
“Now we have chaos on the farms. We
have all kinds of disproportionate rela-
tionships as between the number of cat-
tle and the number of hogs and the price
of corn, and we shall have to have man-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

datory controls not only on feed grains,”
as they will tell us, “but also upon
livestock.”

The amendment, intentionally or un-
intentionally, puts a loaded gun at the
head of every farmer in America, say-
ing, “Look, chum, you had better come
along with this compulsory program sub-
mitted by the Secretary of Agriculture
in January or you are going to go broke
whether you raise corn, feed grains, or
livestock."”

All of the existing safeguards will have
been stripped away. All the present pro-
tections will be gone. We shall have to
live with this program, which is so de-
void of price supports that, to give due
credit to Ezra Benson, he never remotely
suggested a program as viciously directed
against the destruction of price supports
as this one which the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
has presented before the Senate today.

I think on the call of the roll it will
be interesting to note, among the Sena-
tors who have condemned and criticized
Mr. Benson in the past, how many now
propose to support him, after he has gone
out, and how many will remain consis-
tent as to an economic position in farm
policy, regardless of whether it is es-
poused by a Democrat or a Republican.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. Certainly, Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Nebraska is with-
in his rights on his request. Every Sen-
ator should be interested in the answer.
“Where does the Secretary of Agricul-
ture stand today on this new Benson-
Freeman program of flexible price sup-
ports?”

What is the attitude of Secretary Free-
man as an agricultural administrator
on the program which he attacked so
roughly when he was a politician criti-
cizing Secretary Benson, who then held
the job? I think we ought to know what
the attitude of the President is. I would
be shocked if the President would not
veto a bill which would put in motion
the program of Ezra Benson, which Can-
didate Kennedy went from one end of
the land to the other fo criticize in the
fall of 1960. The farmers are enfitled
to some consistency, and not merely a
great deal of partisan palaver about what
constitutes a sound economic program
for the American farmer.

I urge the Senate, therefore, in the
yea and nay vote, to reconsider the
amendment, so that at least if the
amendment is before the Senate, we
can amend it and tailor it to provide
some kind of safeguard, security, and
protection for the corn farmer, the feed
grain farmer, and the livestock producers
of America. I hope that no member of
the Democratic leadership will move to
lay the amendment on the table, thereby
publicly proclaiming that the Ellender
amendment with its flexible price sup-
ports has become the official position of
the Democratic Party. I do not know
why they have made a complete about-
face and suddenly now support the pro-
grams of Benson, which they used as
a means of attacking Republicans in the
last presidential campaign. Let us iron
out our differences by reconsidering the
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action. Let us subject the Ellender
amendment to other amendments which
might modify it. Then let us continue
with the present program for another
year so we can consider permanent farm
legislation without placing a shotgun at
the head of every American farmer and
telling him, “Either you surrender your
freedom or you surrender your oppor-
tunity for success.”

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To uphold the Ben-
son philosophy, is it the position of the
Senator from South Dakota that Sena-

tors would have to support the views

covered by the Senator from Louisiana
in his amendment?

Mr. MUNDT. There are other ways
in which one could uphold the Benson
philosophy. I said that the amendment
submitted by the Senator from Louisi-
ana contained the Benson program
tightened up and made more effective by
eliminating even the safeguards incor-
porated by Secretary Benson when he
originated the 0 to 90 percent price
support formula.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it the contention
of the Senator that if the bill were not
one which would tighten up and make
more rigid the Benson plan, the proposal
of the Senator from Louisiana would be
acceptable?

Mr. MUNDT. No; I would not accept
it. I was opposed to it in its original
form, but not because Secretary Benson
espoused it. Secretary Benson is a Re-
publican, and I am a Republican. He
presented it as a Republican adminis-
tration measure. It was favored by
President Eisenhower, whom I sup-
ported. However, two opposed this flex-
ible price support formula when pre-
sented by my fellow Republicans and
two oppose it now when it has been be-
latedly embraced by the Democrats.

I was opposed to the legislation be-
cause it contained economic fallacies, as
I saw them, when the measure was pro-
posed by Secretary Benson and President
Eisenhower. I am against them fully as
much and for the same reasons, now
that they are proposed by a group of
Democrats on the floor of the Senafe. I
am against them more emphatically, be-
cause, to give Ezra Benson due credit,
when he proposed his flexible price sup-
ports, he at least provided some safe-
guards, some criteria, some measuring
rods which gave his suggestion more
protective power for the farmer than the
present measure would provide. The
Ellender proposal would strip away
what little protection was contained in
the program originated by Secretary
Benson.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Insofar as the Ben-
son plan is at issue, how would a Sen-
ator have to vote in order to show ap-
proval of the Benson plan?

Mr. MUNDT. I suspect if one were
a dedicated follower of the Benson con-
cept of farm economics, he would vote
for the Ellender amendment, because it
out-Bensons Benson. It would take
those things about the Benson program
which I think are bad for the farmer,
and make them even worse.
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. I should like to make
an observation and see if the Senator
agrees with me in connection with the
statement that the Ellender amendment
would out-Benson Benson. I would be
inclined to go along with him for the
following reason, among others: There
is another factor that enters into the
whole picture, or will shortly enter into
it. That is the factor of the export
volume of our feed grains, including
corn. Very shortly there will come be-
fore the Senate a trade bill, In his
message to the Congress, the President
pointed out that one reason for the trade
bill as drafted by his advisers was to as-
sure a continuation of the export of our
agricultural commodities.

Unfortunately, about a week after the
President’s message to Congress, the
Common Market adopted a policy of
self-sufficiency in agriculture, a policy
with which I know the Senator is famil-
jar. It seems to me that if we should

- give the President a trade bill with the
powers for which he has asked, and a
hard bargaining position were arrived at,
the question might arise as to whether
we are going to continue the agriculture
export switch envisioned at the time the
President submitted the bill to us. Per-
haps the hard bargaining might become
a little softer if the proposed legislation
were on the books, because the farmers,
and not the Government, would pay the
price. The farmers would suffer as a re-
sult of soft bargaining with the Com-
mon Market on the part of the ad-
ministration. Am I correct in that
observation?

Mr. MUNDT. In other words, in bar-
gaining to protect itself, to recapture
its investment, and get rid of the corn
which it now owns, the Government
would merely act as an agent of the
farmer, who would be the owner of the
corn?

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct.

Mr. MUNDT. I agree with the Sen-
ator.

Mr. MILLER. I suggest that the pro-
posal is even more vicious in its potential
impact upon our farmers than any of
the policies attributed to the former Sec-
retary of Agriculture Benson.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.
In addition to the reasons I previously
stated, the measure would eliminate any
price support whatever for the farmer.
Secretary Benson was willing to settle
for a pretty low support price of 60 to
65 percent; he never contemplated push-
ing it down to zero.

It would eliminate the criteria under
which the Benson formula gave direction
to the Secretary of Agriculture as to the
level at which he had to fix price sup-
ports and the conditions under which
they would prevail,

It would put an impossible compunec-
tion upon the Secretary of Agriculture
by telling him, ‘“You must establish price
supports for corn low enough so that
not a bushel of corn will be added to
the Commodity Credit Corporation sur-
plus.” That is merely a longwinded Sen-
atorial filibusterer’s way of saying, “You
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must establish price supports for corn
under prevailing conditions at zero.”

Mr. MILLER. That would be the
situation regardless of how soft the bar-
gaining position might be with respect
to agricultural exports in the Common
Market.

Mr. MUNDT. Precisely, because the
measuring rod is how much corn is
there in the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Lauscre] asked about the
amendment position. I should like
to respond, by stating what I believe the
amendment would do.

During World War II, and until the
Aiken bill was passed in 1948, and later
the Anderson bill in 1949, corn as one
of the basic crops was supported at 90
percent of parity. When the Aiken bill
was passed, corn was supported at 75
to 90 percent of parity. Under
the Anderson bill of 1949, corn was sup-
ported at 75 to 90 percent.

In 1958, when the present provision of
law was passed, corn was supported at
65 percent of parity, or 90 percent of
the average of the market price in the
3 preceding years, whichever is higher.

There has been a floor for corn, since
‘World War II.

The amendment of the Senator from
Louisiana would remove the floor. The
support would be from 0 to 90 per-
cent. It could be fixed at any point be-
tween 0 and 90 percent. For the first
time since World War II, the price sup-
port floor would be removed from corn.

A second point, which I raised regard-
ing the amendment, goes to the effect it
might have on a change in the feed
grain program. I believe there should be
a change in the 1958 act, relating to
corn and feed grains. I do not favor
the compulsory program. It may be that
farmers at some later date will
want a compulsory feed grain program.
They do not want one today. If the
farmers are given an opportunity to con-
sider the compulsory proposal and all
reasonable alternatives, and make their
choice—it is all right. But they are
the ones concerned, and they ought to be
given full opportunity to make the deci-
sion in this matter and fair alternatives.

I object to the administration’s at-
tempt to stuff down the throats of farm-
ers and of the Congress the compulsory
feed grain program, until there has heen
full opportunity for farmers and the Con-
gress to study it, and a chance to see
whether an alternative voluntary pro-
gram can be adopted.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator’s contribution. He
has put the alternative before the Sen-
ate very clearly. I can see how the El-
lender proposal would have the support
of two groups of Senators. The first
group consists of those who believe in
the compulsory program, known as the
Kennedy-Cochrane-Freeman ° compul-
sory program, which we have before us
and which was rejected by the House.
Anyone who believes in that program, I
suspect, would be in favor of this pro-
gram, because this loads the gun and
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cocks the trigger and holds it to the
head of the farmer and says, “You are
on the way to bankruptey. You can-
not live with =zero price supports.
Therefore, to survive you must accept
our program of compulsory controls and
farming operations directed from Wash-
ington.”

The other group consists of the dedi-
cated disciples of the Benson flexible
price support policy, some of whom it
seems have been masquerading behind
false faces for many years, because they
have been attacking it on the Senate
floor and on the political hustings, but
who now seem to be in the vanguard of
those who are supporting his flexible
price support philosophy on the floor of
the Senate today.

Now that we know who they are, I
suspect that they also would support the
Ellender proposal, as, of course, will any
in this body who favor no farm program
at all.

I do not understand how anyone else
could support it.

If the amendment stays in the bill I
certainly will vote against the bill on
final passage, and do everything I can
to get every additional Senator to vote
against it, because I believe it sounds
the death knell to farm opportunity in
America. I believe it is the beginning
of the end of the family farmer and his
capacity to succeed. After 25 years of
working with the concept of price sup-
port, we now, in one fell swoop, would
change it to a minimum price support
of zero.

I hope that the leadership on the
other side will permit this vote to occur
on the motion to reconsider, so we can
have an adequate discussion of it and
so0 we can have debate on the merits of
it. I hope that the Democratic leader-
ship does not make it official Democratic
policy that they support the Ellender
amendment by offering the motion to
lay on the table, which everyone in the
Senate knows is always used as an ex-
pression of the official policy of the ma-
jority party. Let us have free and open
discussion. Let us have a chance to
argue the issue on its merits. Let us
find out, if we can, where the Secretary
of Agriculture stands on this revolution-
ary approach that would alter the whole
concept of agricultural legislation after
a quarter of a century of working with
}'i:; and trying to improve it and refine

If we do reconsider it, let us try to
write something which is adequate and
honest. All of us recognize that the ex-
isting legislation needs refinement and
needs changes and needs modification.
Let us not put ourselves in the strait-
jacket where there is no choice except
to watch the farmers go broke and stay
free, or let the farmers become enslaved
and entrapped by a compulsory program
which can never make the farmers pros-
perous, but which at best might prevent
them from dying in the poorhouse.

It is unfortunate that this debate
could not have occurred at the time the
amendment was introduced. I trust
the Democratic leadership will exercise
forbearance and not make it a party
issue and a party position and a party
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policy by offering a motion to lay on
the table and thereby stultify the debate.
I believe that if we can have the issues
ventilated and the Ellender amendment
reconsidered the Senate will have a sec-
ond choice to register its will and ex-
press its attitude on this new adventure
which is now being proposed for the
farmers of America by using them as
guinea pigs, but which will have a dev-
asting effect on the producer of every
feed grain and ultimately will have its
worst impact on dairymen and cattle-
men and people engaged in the livestock
production in America.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER obtained the
floor.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I understand
that the Senator from Nebraska must
go to a committee meeting, and that he
would like to make a brief statement. I
therefore ask that I may yield to him
for that purpose, without losing my
right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Iowa for his unfailing
courtesy.

I rise to support the position of those
who have spoken against the Ellender
amendment and in favor of the motion to
reconsider the vote by which it was
adopted. I say to my colleague that
there is more involved here than simply
the reconsideration of an amendment,
There is more involved here than simply
the removal of the 65-percent floor on
price supports for corn. What is in-
volved here is a matter of far-reaching
impact as it ultimately will involve not
only the corn farmers but also the feed
grain farmers and livestock farmers and
poultrymen—in short, the producers of
all agricultural products.

I say this because the amendment
would place in the hands of the Secretary
of Agriculture a bludgeoning tool that
would put him in a position to force
the adoption and approval by the Ameri-
can farmers of a plan which would pretty
much follow the plan turned down by the
House and defeated there. It calls for
compulsory controls on feed grains.
There is no question about it. The
amendment, if adopted and eventually
becomes the law, will enable the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to put price sup-
ports at such a low level that the corn
farmers of this country will literally
crawl on their hands and knees to Con-
gress to ask for what the Secretary
of Agriculture wants and what the White
House wants and what the leadership of
the House and the leadership of the
Senate want; namely, a compulsory feed
grain program.

We do not need to belabor the point,
The position of those who have advo-
cated the compulsory feed grain pro-
gram has not altered one iota. They
are still firmly holding to their original
position. Yesterday we heard the chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry state repeatedly that it is
his belief that we ought to adopt the
compulsory feed grain program,
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That is enunciated notwithstanding
the defeat of the program by the House.
It is offered in spite of the fact that the
House bill, now before us, and as passed
by the House not long ago, does not
provide for wheat.

Irrespective of those facts, the House
leadership, the Senate leadership, the
Secretary of Agriculture, and the White
House still want the supply management
concept of compulsory feed grain con-
trol. They are still working for it. Why
this concern about it? Is only corn in-
volved? Of course not. As soon as
compulsory controls are forced upon the
corn farmers of the Nation, we would
find soon afterward the same type of
program applied to other feed grains.

That would be followed in short order
by placing livestock under similar pro-
duction controls. In turn, poultry,
dairy products, and all other products
of agriculture would be placed under
production controls. That pattern would
inevitably unfold.

The designation of the feed grains
program as compulsory—which the Een-
nedy-Cochrane-Freeman program is—
is logical and accurate. It was concocted
in the mind of Dr. Willard Cochrane,
Chief Economic Adviser to Secretary of
Agriculture Freeman.

In November 1959, Dr. Cochrane first
advocated this theory of supply manage-
ment of feed grains and other products.
As long ago as that he contended, in an
article published in the Journal of Farm
Economies, that livestock would come
under this program. It was not men-
tioned specifically, nor was it expressly
provided for in the omnibus farm bill
of 1961. His statement is as follows:

It s possible that the longrun price
elasticity of beef at retail is greater than
one, and some remote possibility that this
price elasticity at the farm price level is
greater than one. For these reasons, beef
producers probably would not want to ini-
tiate supply control, and they would be
justified in sitting out any early moves
toward supply control.

It is probably the case, however, that beef
producers would be forced to accept supply
control if producers in the above nggregnte
of animal products adopted supply control.

I remind the Senate that in my State
roughly 50 percent of the agricultural
income is derived from livestock sources.
That means a great deal to the people
who live in Nebraska and in neighboring
States.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I wonder if the Senator
from Nebraska has shared the concern
of the Senator from South Dakota over
the manner in which the present Secre-
tary of Agriculture and the present ad-
ministration have beaten a retreat from
programs designed to provide adequate
farm income almost since the day they
took the oath of office. Since 1938, when
farm legislation was first written in this
direction, parity prices have been the
lodestone. We have always tried to pro-
vide for the farmer full parity, if pos-
sible—and either 90 percent of parity or
65 percent of parity or 70 percent of
parity as a minimum floor—throughout
the farm belt. For well over 25 years

17215

we have been interested in providing
parity for the farmer.

I have noticed that two or three times
in public meetings the Secretary of Agri-
culture has been steering away from
talking about parity and is now speak-
ing about net income for farmers. I sup-
pose he has been discouraged or em-
barrassed by the fact that parity has
been dropping under his administration;
that the farmer has been receiving a
smaller percentage of parity under the
Democrats than he got under the Re-
publicans. TUnder the Republicans, it
was not good enough; but when parity
dropped from 81 to 78 percent and 79
percent the Secretary began to say that
parity is not so important; that what we
ought to talk about is net income for
the farmers.

It was quickly pointed out that net
income to the farmer is a meaningless
figure, depending on the caprice of
weather. Sometimes there is big pro-
duction and big net income; in some
years there is low production and low
income. But if we merely talk about
net income, without relating it to the
costs to the farmer for the maintenance
of his family, for the education of his
children, and for his livelihood in gen-
eral, it is a meaningless figure.

But now they have abandoned both
parity and net income; and it is pro-
posed to relate the price supports to the
amount of stocks of the various com-
modities in the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration. This has no relationship to
the economy of the farmer; it has no
relationship to his capacity to survive.
Merely to say that we will pay the farm-
er in conformity with whatever amount
of commodities we find in the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation seems to me fo
be a sad retreat from the position which
was announced to us when Mr. Free-
man and Mr. Kennedy took office, when
they were committed by the promise
to provide the farmer with a greater
degree of parity. But now they say to
the farmer, “We will pay you in con-
formity with the amount, in reverse pro-
portion, of the commodities we find in
the Government storehouse.”

Mr. HRUSEA. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct in pointing out these facts.
I can recall the years President Eisen-
hower was in office, when members of
the present administration made speech
after speech and quotation after quota-
tion from their party platform, to the
effect that price supports should be at
least 100 percent of parity. They were
pleading, “Send us in, coach; we will do
the job. We will hit the line hard and
see to it that you get 100 percent of
parity.”

For some reason, with a clear 2-to-1
majority in the Senate, and with an
85 margin in the House, the party now
controlling the White House and all the
executive departments is retreating
from these programs, pledges, and prom-
ises. I agree with the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. Let us consider the
farm program as a whole., There are




17216

Government price support programs not
only for corn, but also for wheat, oats,
and other feed grains. There are also
price support programs for cotton, to-
bacco, rice, and peanuts. Does the Sen=-
ator from Nebraska believe that if Con-
gress in its wisdom should decide fo
destroy the price support program for
corn and substitute some kind of com-~
pulsory program for wheat, before long
we would have a price support program
operating in the case of a few selected
crops in the South? Important as our
southern comrades are, acting together
as they vote, they are only 24 out of 100.
If they succeed in having imposed upon
the corn and feed grains farm economy
the concept that price supports should
run down to zero, no doubt there would
be a demand upon the Senate and the
House that southern farmers also be
subjected to the same reductions as
have been put upon the rest of the
farmers.

Mr. HRUSEKA. It would not be very

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. HRUSEKA. Iyield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Since this proposal
is being tied into the stockpile of the
Commodity Credit Corporation, and
deals exclusively with corn at the mo-
ment, I find that 1,650 million bushels
of corn are in surplus or in the stock-
pile. Since the new proposal is to be
based upon the support price that the
Secretary decides upon, and will be
based upon the stockpile of corn, plus
what the Secretary anticipates the
farmers will grow, why would not a bet-
ter plan be to freeze the 1,650 million
bushels, or a big portion of it, and take
it completely out of competition with
what the farmer will grow beginning
next January 1? Then there would be
a free and open market for corn at a
much higher price than now exists, and
the farmers would be prosperous.

That is my opinion of what should be
considered. The stockpile is a liability,
not an asset. It has a tendency to de-
press the prices which are received by
the farmers, and it costs the American
taxpayers many millions of dollars to
store the stockpile. It cost hundreds of
millions of dollars to acquire it in the
first place. So why is not this a good
time to freeze a large portion of it and
get the Government out of the agricul-
tural commodity business? I am in
favor of doing that, both in regard to
corn and in regard to other businesses.
Then we could use the corn to feed
hungry people in the United States and
hungry people elsewhere in the world,
and we would get the Government out of
the corn business, and we would place
the farmers in a position in which they
would grow for the open market, and
would get a much higher price, in my
opinion, than the one they are getting
now.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Indiana for that alter-
native suggestion. It is a much better
proposal than the one being made by the
authors of this amendment.

To show the tendency, I should like to
read again from the Farm Quarterly for
the summer of 1960, where Dr. Cochrane
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was interviewed by the managing editor,
Charles R. Koch. Here is Dr. Cochrane’s
answer to a question posed by Mr. Koch:

It would not be a matter of encourage-
ment; some of them would be forced in. If
you had a control on hogs, for example,
none on eggs, growers would transfer their
corn into the production of more poultry
and more eggs. It would be this old transfer
of resources devil all over again. The feed
resources released from hogs would be put
through chickens to produce eggs; and eggs
happen to be inelastic in demand, and in
just a little bit they'd be in real trouble.
The feed grain would also be transferred to
beef, and beef producers would feel some
pressure.

So, Mr. President, that is the basis for
my suggestion and contention that more
is involved than the mere elimination of
the 65-percent price support as protec-
tion for the producers of corn. The im-
pact would ultimately be felt in all facets
of agriculture and in all areas of the
country. That consideration is in addi-
tion to the argument made by the Sena-
tor from South Dakota. If this program
were to be required as regards corn, feed
grains, and livestock, it would not be
long before it would be transferred to
other basic erops which are now under
price supports.

For these reasons, I suggest that the
motion to reconsider be adopted.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I am glad to yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Nebraska concedes that in order to carry
through what he now suggests, Congress
would have to act upon a law which
would give that power, does he not?

Mr. HRUSKA. That is true. But the
point is that if the Secrefary of Agri-
culture is given those tools to prepare
the political climate among the feed
grain farmers and the corn farmers, they
will be confronted with the prospects of
accepting either an inordinately low
price support for corn or accepting the
compulsory feed grains program or com-
pulsory corn program. The Secretary
of Agriculture will have the means
within his command to operate on a
“rule or ruin” basis. I say we are doing
agriculture a disservice if we eliminate
from the present law the 65-percent
floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nebraska yield fur-
ther?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator
from Nebraska well knows, as chairman
of the committee I advocated that re-
tention of the 65 percent of parity sup-
port price or 90 percent of the aver-
age market price for the last 3 years, but
on condition that there be acreage con-
trol. But what the Senator from Ne-
braska is now advoeating is that we con-
tinue the old law—the 1958 act, which
means the planting and cultivation and
production of all the corn and other
feed grains a farmer desires to plant,
with Unecle Sam holding the bag.

Mr. HRUSKA. I do not know that I
am advocating the 1958 feed grains pro-
gram. But it is preferable to the com-
pulsory program which Seecretary Free-
man has in his hat and would like to
impose on the farmers of the Nation.
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Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that
the Senator from Nebraska voted
against the proposal, as submitted in
May, to retain the supports at the pres-
ent levels, with acreage controls,

Mr. HRUSKA. There are many alter-
natives to the situation which faces us;
and they are not confined to the 1958
act alone.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Nebraska yield to the Senator from
South Dakota?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I can name one of the
alternatives, namely, continuation for
another year of the present corn pro-
gram, as was recommended by Secretary
Freeman before he read the Cochrane
book. He brought that program before
the committee last year, and we adopted
it. It did cut down the surplus of corn—
not to the extent he thought it would, but
it did cut it down, even though it did not
cut it down to the extent we would wish.
But before Secretary Freeman read the
Cochrane book, that is what he sug-
gested.

What the Senator from Louisiana says
is quite true. He says that before the
Secretary of Agriculture could institute
a compulsory program—the one which
he and Freeman and Dr. Cochrane
want—and before he could have com-
plete controls over the farmers under
that concept, Congress would have to
Dasg such a law. Of course that is cor-
rect.

But does not the Senator agree that
Members of the Senate and Members of
the House should be entitled to consider
reasonable alternative programs for the
farmers, and then be confronted with
a new administration suggestion next
year, rather than be confronted now with
a program which is driving farmers to
bankruptey and is bringing chaos to the
livestock industry and is forcing the feed
grain producers to shut down their oper-
ations? Instead of subjecting the
farmers to such desperate conditions,
should we not be able to consider the
program and debate it during a period
of calmness when a good program is
being followed?

Mr. HRUSKA. We should, indeed.

Mr. President, I thank the Sen-
ator from Towa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]
for yielding to me.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I have been very glad to yield to the
Senator from Nebraska. He has given
a very lucid explanation, as did the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
MunbpT]l.

My remarks will be very brief, and
will be in the nature of canvassing the
agricultural situation with respect to
the general posture not only of this

.amendment but also of the entire bill,

Because so much has been said on the
farm issue, both in and out of Congress,
during the current session, I feel there is
a real need to try to set the record
straight as regards to the situation in
which we find ourselves today.

First, let me make it perfectly clear
that I intend to vote against the current
farm bill—H.R. 12391—before this body.
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The record will show that I voted against
S. 3225 when it was passed by a very nar-
row margin in the Senate several weeks
ago. The record also shows that the
House on a bipartisan basis would not ac-
cept a similar version of this original
Senate bill. The record also shows that
the House Agricultural Committee
tabled—or killed—S. 3225 when it was
considered by that body. Now we have
the spectacle of another version of this
effort before this body in connection with
H.R. 12391.

It is my desire to explain briefly why
I must vote against this current bill be-
fore the Senate. Next, I want to set the
record straight regarding the Agricul-
tural Act of 1958. Finally, I want to
point out that it would be far better to
have no new farm legislation rather than
to pass the bill that is before us.

My greatest objections to HR. 12391
are in connection with title III. This
title deals with wheat and feed grains.

This bill contains the latest and most
unworkable version of the costly multi-
ple-price plan for wheat. The proposed
plan is by far the most objectionable
version of any multiple-price plan which
has been considered by the Senate since I
have been here,

There are many reasons why the
multiple-price wheat plan in H.R. 12391
would be bad for farmers, consumers,
taxpayers, and for our international re-
lations. I shall list and discuss several
of these reasons.

This multiple-price wheat plan if en-
acted into law would:

First. Guarantee a shortage of
needed types of wheat production for
the future, because it proposes to cut
back all wheat producers the same
amount even though the wheat they pro-
duce may be in short supply. It does
this as a permanent thing by issuing
certificates to all producers on a pro
rata basis. This will result in ineffi-
ciency and higher costs all the way from
the producer to the consumer.

Second. Insure that growers of poor
quality milling wheat will continue to
produce all the wheat they can, because
they, too, will get their certificates on a
pro reta basis. Thus we will continue to
pile up unwanted wheat.

Third. Permits all export wheat—in-
cluding Public Law 480 and other give-
away wheat—in the “primary market,”
along with domestic food wheat. This is
an insult to the intelligence of American
taxpayers. This move is an inexecusable
affront to those who would like to see an
honest, fair, and reasonable program
worked out for wheat that has some hope
of solving the surplus problem.

Fourth. Be most unfair to all feed
grain growers because of its Government
rigged pricing mechanism, guaranteeing
a high price for all domestic food and ex-
port wheat—including giveaway wheat—
and a feed price for all the surplus. It
is unfair because it permits, by Govern-
ment rigging of prices, a high net blend
price for wheat, and thus dumping of
feed wheat in an already glutted feed
grain market. Feed grain growers have
always been willing to compete with
wheatgrowers on a basis of the same
rules, but never on a basis of rigged
rules. This kind of a dumping opera-
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tion would disrupt feed grain livestock
ratios to the detriment of livestock, dairy,
and poultry producers.

Fifth. Raise the price of flour and
bread to consumers. The proponents of
the bill say the increase in cost of a sack
of flour or a loaf of bread will be small,
and the users of flour, including the
bakers, say it will be considerable. My
judgment would be that the users of
flour and bakers of bread are in a much
better position to know what the effect
on costs in their operations will be. Suf-
fice it to say, however, the larger con-
sumers of flour and bread—many in the
lower income bracket—will resent their
Government being a part of a rigged
program that will increase their basic
food costs through a flour or bread tax,
even if it should be only 1 cent on a loaf
of bread.

Sixth, Permit unlimited discretionary
authority to be exercised by the Secre-
tary. If Senators do not believe this,
read the original bill carefully and count
the number of important areas where the
Secretary is granted almost unlimited
authority. No industry as important as
wheat should be subject to the possibil-
ity of some Secretary making political
decisions that might be unwise for the
whole future of the industry.

Seventh. Cause serious international
complications. The President has ex-
pressed interest in a high level of inter-
national trade. I agree with this objec-
tive. The President has also expressed
concern about our balance-of-payment
problems and potential Common Market
restrictions, especially as they relate to
agriculture. I am greatly concerned
with these problems. But how can we
expect to put into effect the rigged mul-
tiple-price plan for wheat and not have
repercussions, not only in the Common
Market countries, but also in other ex-
porting competitor countries such as
Canada and Australia?

Eighth. Provide by means of certifi-
cates a complicated and little under-
stood plan. It really is a processing tax
done up in a new sack. Farmers and
others interested in wheat will resist
this program because of its complica-
tions, uncertainties, and added -costs.
Bootlegging will be on its way back, not
in bottles and jugs, but in sacks and
bulk. Whenever the opportunity for a
quick buck is available, one will always
find some takers. As proof of this, just
look at the penalty provisions the pro-
ponents have written into the bill. This
was also true with prohibition laws, as
Senators well remember—and Senators
also remember they failed. The door
would be wide open for Estes-type scan-
dals when people start dealing in cer-
tificates.

Ninth. Finally, and most important,
this multiple-price wheat plan would not
solve the wheat surplus problem. Fur-
thermore, it would create many new
areas of confusion in the entire wheat
industry.

The bill before us also contains a pro-
vision to extend the present emergency
feed grain program for 1 more year—
that is, through 1963.

There is serious doubt that an exten-
sion of this present stopgap feed grain
legislation would save money.
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The emergency program now in effect
is the most expensive farm program ever
enacted by the Congress. This program
was abandoned by the administration
earlier this year in favor of an approach
which has now been rejected by the
House.

Under the 1961 feed grain program, the
output of corn and grain sorghums was
reduced 421 million bushels; but this was
partially offset by an increase of 138 mil-
lion bushels in soybean production. In
terms of corn equivalent, the combined
1961 output of corn, grain sorghums, and
soybeans was down only 4.3 percent from
1960. Furthermore, the support price—
and consequently the potential cost of
price support operations—is almost twice
as high per bushel for soybeans as for
corn.

There is considerable disagreement as
to whether the 1961 feed grain program
saved money. The answer depends on
the assumptions that are made. As-
sumptions can be selected to yield any
desired answer. Those who argue that
money was saved are largely relying on
unproved estimates of what might have
been. For example, in its analysis of
the 1961 program, the USDA assumed
that only 2.4 bushels of a 7.3-bushel in-
crease in corn yields and 0.8 bushels of a
4-bushel increase in grain sorghum yields
resulted from the program, and disre-
garded an increase of 138 million bushels
in soybean production. Even so, it was
able to show savings in comparison
with the program previously in effect
only by assuming that the grain that
allegedly would have been produced
without the 1961 program would have
been stored for 9 years in the case of
corn and 11 years in the case of grain
sorghums. These assumptions are high-
ly unlikely in light of current upward
trend in feed grain consumption.

The July 1, 1962, crop report has been
cited as evidence that the emergency
program is accomplishing its objective.
This report showed a reduction of 3 per-
cent for 1962 production from the final
1961 estimate of corn production, but
it should be compared with the July 1961
estimate. On the basis of July 1 erop
reports, estimated corn production is up
almost 11 percent this year over 1961,

Furthermore, the “emergency” feed
grain program and the method in which
it has been administered has been dev-
astating to the market system for corn
and other feed grains. Under the 1961
feed grain program, the CCC sold over
600 million bushels of corn at an average
price of $1.02 per bushel. At the same
time it was selling this corn and de-
pressing the market, a total of 658 mil-
lion bushels of 1961 corn was placed un-
der price support loans and purchase
agreements. This was an alltime high
and in excess of the amount put under
loan during 1959 and 1960 when the
Agricultural Act of 1958 was in opera-
tion. There is a good chance that all of
the corn sold under the 1961 program
will be replaced with new “takeovers”
at a support price of $1.20 per bushel.
If this happens, the direct added cost
of this manipulation of CCC stocks will
be in excess of $100 million. Additional
losses were incurred by selling grain sor-
ghums for less than the support price.
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In addition, during the first 9
months of the 1961-62 marketing year,
which began last October 1, the farm
price of corn averaged 98.1 cents per
bushel in comparison with the 1960-61
season average of 99.6 cents per bushel.
This happened in spite of the fact that
the support price was raised for the 1961
crop from $1.06 to $1.20.

It has obviously been the intent of the
administration in administering the
“emergency” feed grain program to de-
press market prices for corn and other
feed grains. This has been done by sell-
ing CCC corn to honor the certificates
issued in connection with the program.
This was done early in the marketing
season in order to hold down market
prices and penalize the noncooperators.
Such Government action is incompre-
hensible if one believes in the market
system, as I do. If this kind of a pro-
gram continues, we obviously will not
only disrupt the market system for corn
and feed grains, but also the market
prices of livestock, dairy products, and
poultry and ezgs. All that is needed is
a little more time and this surely will
happen.

I would also point out that the cost in
the form of direct payments for the 1961
feed grain program approximated $800
million. The best information I have
available at the moment with respect
to the 1962 feed grain program is that
it will cost in excess of $900 million.
What a price for taxpayers to pay with
so little accomplishment.

Now I would like to go back and re-
view briefly the Agricultural Act of 1958
known as Public Law 85-835. This act
was passed by a Democratic Congress
on a bipartisan basis with a Republican
in the White House. :

That is the act of 1958, which has
been condemned by many. I repeat that
this act was passed by a Demoecratic
Congress on a bipartisan basis with a
Republican in the White House. 'To be
sure that Members of this body recall
how unanimously this bill originally
moved through the Senate, I remind
Senators that on July 25, 1958, it passed
the Senate by a vote of 62 to 11.

Contrary to some statements being
made by people that should know better,
the Agricultural Act of 1958 covered not
only corn and feed grains but also two
other very important basic commodi-
ties—cotton and rice. I well recall that
one of the reasons there was so much
support for this act was the fact that
rice farmers were faced with an acreage
cut of about 40 percent and cotton farm-
ers about a 25-percent cut, if no new
legislation were passed. Farmers had
also demonstrated by their own action
that they were, by a high majority, ig-
noring corn allotments. Marketing
quotas on corn had been removed from
the law by the Congress in 1954 because
the Congress knew the impossibility of
such a program ever being adopted and
enforced on feed grain farmers and live-
stock producers. Primarily because feed
grain farmers, cotton farmers, and rice
farmers all were faced with real diffi-
culty, there was tremendous support for
the 1958 act.

In my judgment, this act has not been
wisely administered since the current
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Secretary of Agriculture took office. As
my southern friends in the body well un-
derstand, the support prices were lifted
on both cotton and rice in 1961 and for
1962—and, more important, were moved
in the opposite direction from that in-
tended by the Congress when it passed
the 1958 act. In my opinion, this is one
reason why cotton is now in real diffi-
culty, and also the reason why both the
cotton and rice programs have become
excessively expensive when one takes into
consideration the high export subsidy
and the lavish use of Public Law 480 give-
away funds in moving these two com-
modities into export.

As far as feed grains were concerned,
Secretary Freeman decided to raise the
price support on corn and all other feed
grains including oilseeds and was, along
with the Congress, also responsible for
the enactment of the 1961 emergency
feed grain program which, of course,
temporarily set aside the 1958 act.

As I said earlier, I voted against this
legislation, and I am more convinced
today than I was a year ago that it will
not solve the problem. In my judgment,
if the Agricultural Act of 1958 for feed
grains had been permitted to operate
during 1961-62—with the terrific in-
crease we have had in corn consumption
in this country—we would have been
well on our way to a permanent solution
of the feed grain problem. Corn price
supports would have been reduced and
other feed grains reduced similarly,
which would have helped increase still
further the disappearance of feed grains
by livestick producers. The USDA esti-
mates the 1961-62 utilization of corn at
3,933 million bushels, which is more than
the 3,908 million bushels produced by the
record 1960 crop. We now are consuming
and exporting more corn than we have
ever produced in a single year, including
the years 1959 and 1960, in which corn
was supported without any acreage
limitation.

In conclusion, I state again very
bluntly that what we need is proper
administration of the Agricultural Act of
1958 as far as cotton, rice, and feed
grains are concerned. If this is done, we
have no need for the expensive tempo-
rary programs we have had on the statute
books in 1961 and 1962.

One other word in order to set the
record straight as regards wheat. Many
people have erroneously indicated that
our wheat problem was brought about by
the Agricultural Act of 1958. The truth
is that wheat is not dealt with in the
Agricultural Aet of 1958. The basic
wheat program we will revert back to—
if the temporary, expensive, and ineffec-
tive 1962 “emergency” wheat program is
not extended—is the 1938 basic law as
far as acreage is concerned and the 1949
law as far as price supports are con-
cerned. Under this law the Secretary
has already announced a reduced price
support of $1.82 per bushel for 1963.
This move alone means a saving of 18
cents a bushel on every bushel of wheat
exported. At the 1961-62 level of
exports— 710 million bushels—such a
reduction in export subsidy costs would
result in a saving of $128 million. In
my judgment, this basic legislation is
much to be preferred to the complicated
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and costly multiple price plan proposed
in HR. 12301.

Most members of the Senate realize
that earlier in this session I introduced
a bill, S. 2822, along with the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BEnneTT] and my col-
league from Iowa [Mr. MiLLEr] known
as the cropland retirement program.
This bill, if enacted into law, would move
further in the direction of freedom for
individual farmers to make their own
decisions in what they plant on their
crop acres. It would relate support
prices to recent average market prices
and would help eliminate much of the
cost of current farm programs. In my
judegment, such action, together with an
extension of the expiring conservation
reserve contracts, would help us on our
way to a solution of not only the so-
called feed grain and wheat problem but
also—if used in connection with proper
administration of the Agricultural Act
of 1958—would go a long way toward
solving our problems in the whole agri-
cultural field in a way that would pro-
tect farm income. I realize it is too late
in this session of Congress to expect this
program of mine to be enacted this year.
I would suggest, however, that we not
muddy up the water further by passing
the current bill before us, H.R. 12391,
but rather vote it down. We would then
revert back to the basic legislation, and,
in my judgment, would be much better
off than if we adopted this costly, in-
effective bill now before us.

Mr. President, in connection with the
proposal to reconsider the amendment
which was made awhile ago, which has
been previously discussed, a great many
Senators were absent from the Cham-
ber at the time the amendment was
agreed to. I earnestly hope, in the in-
terests of satisfactory procedure, since
this has been done time and time again
in the Senate procedure, because there
were so few Senators present at the time
the amendment was adopted, that we
can avoid any long controversy about
reconsideration of the amendment, about
tabling a motion to reconsider, or pro-
cedural matters of that kind. I appeal
to my friends in charge of the bill to
see if they cannot voluntarily—in the
interests of permitting every Senator to
know about this issue and to have an
opportunity to vote on it—consent to a
reconsideration of the vote on the
amendment, without going through the
mechanies of repeated voting, so that
all Senators will be satisfied and be put
on notice as to the vote on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Burpick in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the motion to reconsider
the vote by which the Ellender amend-
ment to the committee amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, it is
not my purpose fo detain the Senate
very long. Yesterday I delivered a
speech which emphasized the reason for
the adoption of such an amendment as
was adopted by the Senate.

I was not too well impressed by the
arguments made by my good friends
from South Dakota and Nebraska.
They admit that, in order for the See-
refary of Agriculture to be in a position
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to do the evil things they contend he
might do, he would have to come to
Congress and ask Congress to give him
such power.

The sole purpose of the amendment
is merely to remove that portion of the
1958 act which makes it obligatory on
the part of the Secretary of Agriculture
to support the prices of corn, sorghum,
and other feed grains at 65 percent of
parity or at 90 percent of the average
price for the previous 3 years, without
any limitation as to quantity to be pro-
duced. That is the purpose of it. I so
stated when it was submitted. I am
glad that my good friend the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. Axen] favors the
amendment that I offered.

In the meantime, if the farmers of the
country desire legislation, they can have
it. They can appeal to the Senators and
Representatives. But I emphasize that
the Secretary of Agriculture will be
unable in any manner to control the
acreage to be planted to corn and other
feed grains unless Congress gives him
the authority to do so in the future.

Before the amendment was agreed to
there was a quorum call. I think the
measure has been sufficiently debated.
I am sure every Senator knows what
it is all about, and there would be no
point in rehashing it. Therefore, I move
to table the motion to reconsider the
vote by which the amendment to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion is not debatable.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold his motion?

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
withhold the motion.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator from
Louisiana have any alarm at the thought
of placing in one man, the Secretary of
Agriculture, the great power of deter-
mining, within the range of 0 to 90
percent, what amount shall be paid to
the farmers? I cannot conclude that
we ought to assign to one individual, re-
gardless of how good he may be and how
genuine his motives, the great power of
telling the farmers of the Nation, “I will
determine what price support you shall
get. I will determine, if I deem it ad-
visable, to give you nothing. I will have
to do so especially if price supports would
increase the amount of corn and thus
add to the quantity of corn held by the
Commuodity Credit Corporation.”

Should we give to one man who is
politically minded, as I am, such great
power?

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, that
power has been given to the Secretary
of Agriculture in the past. It was given
in the 1949 act. The Secretary now has
the power to fix the price supports on
soybeans as well as other commodities.
He has that power now. What I wish
again to emphasize to the Senate is that
corn producers seem to get the best of
everything by way of price supports
without limitation. Mr. President, it
seems to me there should be no objec-
tion on the part of the producers of corn
to curtailing their acreage in order to
get a fair price support. It would do
for corn the same as we do for cotton
and other commodities.
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We are told that we cannot deal with
corn as we deal with cotton and other
commodities because 85 percent of the
corn is fed on the farm. I have heard
that argument ever since I first came to
the Senate. Yet we have in storage
more than 25 billion bushels of corn
and other feed grains, at great cost to the
taxpayer.

What I am trying to do is to change
the law which forces the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide price supports on
unlimited production when we have
those products running out of our ears
at present. That is the whole issue.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. Iyield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I recognize the cost
of this farm program. But I also rec-
ognize that throughout the years changes
have been made in attempts to cure what
was wrong only to find that with every
wrong cured, two or three new problems
were created.

I now get to the basic proposition. Re-
gardless of what is contained in other
laws, is it wise to give to one man, with
political concepts or without them, the
great power of determining, without any
floor or ceiling, what he may do in deal-
ing with the farmers of the Nation?
That is the problem that confronts me.
Based upon what I have seen of the use
of power in high public office, I am be-
coming more and more impressed with
the precept that I heard years ago: Put
a leash on your public officials. Give
them only limited power. Do not allow
them, according to their whims, caprices
and fancies, to determine what laws
should be. The Constitution has pro-
vided that the Congress shall pass the law
and fix the ceiling and floor of price
support.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what the
Congress is doing in the proposed legis-
lation. Someone must administer the
program. We give the power to the head
of the Department of Agriculture to ad-
minister the program, as we have in the
past.

In the case of wheat the Secretary of
Agriculture cannot say what price shall
be offered. It is fixed in the act from 75
to 90 percent of parity, and depending on
the supply on hand, he can vary the sup-
port price. But the yardstick is spelled
out. It is fixed in the law. I wish to be
perfectly frank with Senators. The Sec-
retary of Agriculture will be absolutely
and positively powerless to control in any
manner the production of corn and other
feed grains if the amendment is agreed
to.

Mr. MILLER, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. Iyield.

Mr. MILLER. I agree with the last
statement of the Senator. However,
that does not mean that Congress cannot
do something about the problem.

Mr, ELLENDER. It would have to be
done by the Congress.

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. It is
said that the Secretary would really be
powerless, That is true, but that is one
reason why we have the Congress to
do something about it. I cannot see the

purpose of the Senator’s argument. Itis
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still the responsibility of Congress to do
something about the situation.

Under the 1958 act, roughly, the sup-
port price for corn would be around $1.04
to $1.06. If we take 65 percent of parity,
which is $1.60, we would get $1.04; at 90
percent of the average for the last 3
years we would get $1.06. Does the Sena-
tor think that that amount of price sup-
port is unreasonable ?

Mr. ELLENDER. Without production
controls yes. Farmers produce in
abundance. As I pointed out yesterday,
in 1960, before the emergency programs
were placed on the statute books, we had
accumulated 84.7 million tons of corn
and other feed grains.

Through the first emergency program,
in 1961, we reduce it to 73 million tons.
In 1962, this year, we expect to reduce
it to 61.3 million tons, and about 1963,
if the bill goes through and the emer-
gency program is reinstated, there will
be in my opinion a further reduction to
49.6 million tons, about the amount we
had on hand in 1956, which may be more
nearly a normal carryover.

Mr. MILLER. I am not sure what the
tonnage figures are, but I believe the
Senator's tonnage figures related to feed
grains. His present amendment relates
to corn. That is what I am really in-
terested in. As I understand the situa-
tion from our colloquy of yesterday, we
now have on hand about 1.6 billion
bushels of corn.

Mr. ELLENDER. We also have on
hand 700 million bushels of sorghums,
276 million bushels of oats, and 122 mil-
lion bushels of barley.

Mr. MILLER. My point is that we
are talking about corn.

Mr. ELLENDER, Yes,

Mr. MILLER. I am interested in the
corn farmer. What the Senator is say-
ing is that we now have on hand 1.6
billion bushels of corn.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. MILLER. That is about a 5-
month supply, according to the De-
partment of Agriculture. I tried to
elicit this information from the Sena-
tor yesterday., What I am trying to
find out whether he, the Secretary
of Agriculture, or the President, has a
target with respect to the amount that
we should have on hand. From all the
arguments I have heard thus far on this
subject, I did not know but that 1.6 bil-
lion bushels might be exactly the right
amount. There are some in the Defense
Department who feel that we ought to
have a 5- or 6-month reserve of feed on
hand.

So I come back to my original gues-
tion of yesterday: What are we trying
to do? What does the Senator want to
do? He is talking about surpluses. I
recognize that we have surpluses. The
question is, Should we reduce the sur-
plus of corn below 1.6 billion bushels, or
is it all right? If we should reduce it,
by how much should we reduce it?

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr, President, as I
pointed out yesterday to my good friend
from Iowa, in 1950 the amount of corn
on hand was 844 million bushels, with
nearly 60 million bushels of grain
sorghums on hand. Today we have on
hand 1,650 million bushels of corn and
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grain sorghums. To me that is exces-
sive. 'We must keep on hand all of this
excess at a great cost to the Govern-
ment. As I pointed out in the REcorRp—
and I placed a great many tables in the
REecorp yesterday—corn and other feed
grains and wheat cost the taxpayers $900
million a year to store.
Mr. WILEY. For storage.

Mr. ELLENDER. For storage. I am
trying to get rid of it,
MILLER. Will the Senator

plea.se tell us, when he uses the word
“excessive,” how excessive he thinks it
is? Is the excess 1 bushel or what?

Mr. ELLENDER. Has the Senator
any idea what it ought to be?

Mr. MILLER. There are some in the
Defense Department who think there
should be a 6-month reserve.

Mr. ELLENDER. In case of war, that
is correct. What I should like to do is
to have the Senate adopt this proposal,
and then return in January and do some-
thing about it. Let me again emphasize
that 3 years ago, when we tried to deal
with corn and wheat, we adopted an
emergency program, so that in the
meantime we could draft suitable legis-
lation. We have had to renew the emer-
gency programs from year to year. Up
to the present we have not provided per-
manent legislation. That is what I hope
to do by the adoption of the amendment.

So far as I am concerned, I will never
again vote for these emergency pro-
grams unless at the end of the emer-
gency there is permanent legislation.
That is what I am trying to provide. I
tried to do it in May by offering a per-
manent program, and I was successful.
The Senate voted for it. However, we
were stymied in the House. I wish the
Senate to go along with me now, and
adopt the same kind of program that I
advocated last May. However, I am a
realist, as I said yesterday. Although I
.would like such a provision, I know
what we are confronted with in the
House, and I know it would encounter
severe opposition there and we could
not enact a bill containing such a pro-
vision.

However, by the adoption of the
amendment the emergency program
would be extended for another year and
we would reduce the carryover to about
49.6 million tons of corn and other feed
grains, which might be normal, and
might represent a 4!%- or 5-month
carryover.

Mr. MILLER. Isthe Senator answer-
ing my question regarding the objective?

Mr. ELLENDER. We would leave it
in the hands of the farmers or producers
to keep the production in line with what
the needs are, and not let Uncle Sam
carry the expense, as he is now doing.
‘We must consider not only the farmers,
but also the taxpayers. As I pointed
-out yesterday, the ReEcorbp is replete with
tables that were placed in it, which indi-
cate the great cost of this program to
the taxpayers. It is time now to stop it.

Mr. MILLER., I am completely sym-
pathetic with the Senator’s concern
about so-called emergency legislation.
I do not like the word “emergency.” I
would like to see .us get some permanent
legislation on the books. However, that
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does not necessarily mean that we must
adopt this particular amendment, There
are other ways of handling it. One is
to have no bill and go back to the 1958
law. What I am still trying to find out,
and what I believe other Members of the
Senate are still trying to find out, is what
the President, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, and the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry say is
the proper objective with respect to
surpluses?

Mr. ELLENDER. We will find it out
for the Senator in January when hear-
ings are held on the program. I do not
know. The Senator knows as well as I
do what the carryover ought to be. I
do not know, of course.

Mr. MILLER. If the Senator does not
know——

Mr., ELLENDER. As I pointed out
the other day, under the law when the
corn provision was enacted, it was
thought that a reasonable carryover was
15 percent of our domestie consumption
and our exports. In the case of rice it
was 10 percent of our exports and domes-
tic consumption. In the case of cotton,
it was 30 percent. It may be that if and
when we consider permanent legislation
for corn we may raise the limitation of
15 percent to perhaps 20 percent or 25
percent. I do not know.

Mr. MILLER. If the Senator does
not know—and I certainly do not know
either—it seems to me that the Secretary
of Agriculture ought at least to give us
his recommendation before we start
operating on such drastic legislation as
that now before the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. In the amendment
we propose we ask the Secretary to get
in touch with the farmers and with all
those engaged in agriculture and try to
find out for us what legislation would
best suit their purposes.

I now yield to the Senator from
Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the chairman of the commit-
tee a question for the purpose of clari-
fication. His amendment has two
paragraphs, (a) and (b). The first par-
agraph relates to the permanent support
provisions for corn. The second para-
graph reads:

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is di-
rected to consult and advise with farmers,
farm organizations, and such other persons
or groups of persons as he determines con-
cerning the need for new legislation for feed
grains, to the extent he deems such con-
sultation and advice necessary or desirable,
and to make specific recommendations for
feed grains in the form of proposed legis-
lation which shall be submitted to the Con-
gress as soon as practicable during the next
session of Congress.

Inasmuch as paragraph (a) provides
what might be considered to be perma-
nent legislation with respect to the price
support level for corn, am I correct in
assuming that paragraph (b) relates
primarily to other feed grains, such as
sorghum, oats, and barley?

Mr. ELLENDER. It deals with all the
feed grains.

Mr. AIKEN. And their relation to
corn?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion 'bo
table the motion to reconsider,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, on
this question I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, what
is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table the motion to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment of
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
DER] was agreed to.

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr.
parliamentary question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois will state it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. On the motion to
table, a vote “yea” is a vote to refuse to
reconsider the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. A vote “nay” is a vote
to reconsider the amendment on ifs
merits?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
this question I ask for the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered. . '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
table the motion to reconsider. The
yveas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLE],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CrLark ], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastorel, and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmMaTHERS], are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CrHURCHI, the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. Gruewning]l, the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr, Hickey], the Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr. SymiNcTON], the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son], and the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. CarrOLL] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpErsoN], the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. BierLE], the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. CarrorLl, the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx], the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING],
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Hickey], the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. PasTorel, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. SymiNeToN], would
each vote “yea.”

Mr, DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ArrLorT],
the Senators from Delaware [Mr.
Boges and Mr. WirLriams]l, the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. BurLERr], the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. KucHEL], the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MorTon],
the Senators from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron and Mr. MurPHY ], and the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] are
necessarily absent. If present and
voting, the Senators from Delaware [Mr,

President, a

Wnriams and Mr. Bocesl would each

vote “yea.”
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On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Corron] is paired with
the Senator from Colorado [Mr, ALrLoTT].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire would vote “yea,” and
the Senator from Colorado would vote
nnay'”

On this vote, the Senafor from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurpHY] is paired with
the Senator from XKentucky [Mr.
MorTtoN]. If present and voting, the
Senator from New Hampshire would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Ken-
tucky would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scorr] is paired with the
Senator from California [Mr. KucHEL].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Pennsylvania would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from California would vote

Th.e result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 23, as follows:

[No. 209 Leg.]
YEAS—b58
Alken Hil Monroney
Bartlett Holland Morse
Burdick Humphrey Moss
Byrd, Va. Jackson Muskie
Byrd, W. Va, Javits Neuberger
Cannon Johnston Pell
Case Jordan, N.C. Prouty
Chavez Keating Randolph
Dodd Kefauver Robertson
Douglas Kerr Russell
Eastland Long, Mo. Smith, Mass.
Ellender Long, Hawail Smith, Maine
Engle Long, La. Sparkman
Ervin Magnuson Stennis
Fong Mansfield Talmadge
Fulbright MecCarthy Willlams, N.J.
Gore McClellan Yarborough
Hart McGee Young, Ohio
Hartke McNamara
Hayden Metcalf
NAYS—23
Beall Dirksen Pearson
Bennett Goldwater Proxmire
Bottum Hickenlooper Saltonstall
Bush Thurmond
Capehart Jordan, ITdaho Tower
Carlson Lausche Wiley
Cooper Miller Young, N. Dak.
Curtis Mundt
NOT VOTING—19
Allott Clark Pastore
Anderson Cotton Scott
Bible Gruening Smathers
Boggs Hickey Symington
Butler Euchel Williams, Del.
Carroll Morton
Church Murphy

So the motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, to the
committee amendment, as amended, I
submit the amendment which I send to
the desk and ask fo have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bur-
pIck in the chair). The amendment of
the Senator from Illinois, to the com-
mittee amendment, as amended, will be
stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee
amendment, as amended, on page 55,
after line 19, it is proposed to insert the
following new section:

Sec. 304. The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion shall not sell corn or other feed grains
in CCC stocks for unrestricted use at a price
less than the 1962 price-support level plus
all carrying charges.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, this
amendment is very simple. It merely
hobbles the Commodity Credit Corpora=
tion with respect to the price at which
it may put corn and feed grains on the
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market. It provides, in the case of corn
or its equivalent in feed grains, a price
of $1.20, plus carrying charges; $1.20
happens to be the 1962 price support
price. So I want all Senators to know
precisely what the amendment does.

Mr. President, there is a reason for the
amendment. When the Secretary of
Agriculture appeared before the House
committee in February, he there un-
furled the so-called ABCD program,
which was the program for abundance,
balance, conservation, and development;
and in connection with that program, the
Secretary made a statement. I now read
from pages 16 and 17 of his statement,
as follows:

Under our recommended program for
wheat, as for feed grains, marketing quotas
and acreage allotments would be established,
land would be diverted to conservation
usage, quotas would not go into effect until
approved by two-thirds of the producers, and
supports would be available only if guotas
are approved. The reduction of stocks held
by the Government would be reduced by
the producers themselves if they approve
the quota. If they did not approve such
quota any stock reduction would have to
depend on Government action, and the CCC
would therefore be authorized to sell up to
10 million tons in the case of feed grains
and up to 200 million bushels in the case of
wheat.

Mr. President, those are not my words;
that is what Secretary Freeman stated
on February 7, when he was testifying
before the House committee, and that is
what he stated at the time when he
said that “unless it is democratically ap-
proved by two-thirds of the producers,”
the Commodity Credit Corporation
would have authority under that original
bill to dump 10 million tons of feed
grains and 200 million bushels of wheat.

Mr. President, I cannot imagine a
greater bludgeon to be put into the hands
of any administrative officer of this Gov-
ernment than the right to dump upon
the market, without restraint, whatever
we had in stocks, at a price which he
might determine, a price which in his
opinion was best suited to the situation
confronting him.

All this amendment does is to say, “Do
not sell for less than the 1962 support
price”; and that equates at $1.20 a
bushel, plus the carrying charge, on corn.
Without this amendment, a sword of
Damocles would hang over the produc-
ers. They would be confronted with a
bludgeon or a threat. They would be
told, “Either two-thirds of you vote for
this"—under what the Secretary calls
the democratic process—“or I am go-
ing to dump this stuff on the market,
and I am going to beat down the price
level, and you will wish to your dying
day you had accepted my proposition.”

That is the thing that has affronted
the producers of the couniry. To take
that kind of approach reminds me of the
ditty we heard back in 1898. When we
were having trouble with Aguinaldo in
the Philippines, somebody wrote a little
ditty. I have forgotten most of it, but
one line I have never forgotten, because
it went, “And civilize them with a Krag.”

A Krag was one of the most modern
rifles at that time. - That was the way
to civilize them. Either get rid of the
surpluses by the “democratic” process
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and enslave themselves by a two-thirds
vote, or else the Department wants au-
thority to dump up to 10 million bushels
of feed grains and 2 million bushels of
wheat. What a weapon in the hands of
an administrative officer in a free land.

I want to say, with respect to the
amendment, if the Secretary or the Com-
modity Credit Corporation is going to sell
the commodities, then he or it will have
to sell them at not less than the support
price for 1962, which is $1.20 a bushel,
plus carrying charges. It is very simple.

On the amendment, I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Illinois may not have to
have a rollcall, because I am going to
offer a substitute which may be accept-
able to the Senator.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I do not
think the amendment offered by the
Senator from Illinois is quite as accept-
able as some of my colleagues may think
for things are not always what they
seem. I must say, after the last vote,
I think anyone will be excused for being
a bit confused, because I never expected
to see a vote in which all but two Demo-
crats voted for flexible supports from 0
to 90 percent of parity and all but seven
Republicans voted for a high minimum
support price, which our leadership has
opposed for the last 20 years. Never-
theless, we have seen it.

The effect of the amendment of the
Senator from Illinois would be to raise
corn prices to the highest level they have
reached in recent years. Much of the
corn which the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration has on hand was acquired at
$1.06 a bushel, which was the support
price up to last year. Then Secretary
Freeman, unwisely, raised the support
price to $1.20 a bushel.

The amendment of the Senator from
Illinois would prohibit sales of corn, re-
gardless of when acquired, at less than
$1.20 plus carrying charges. Unfortu-
nately, the farmer for years has not re-
ceived support prices for his corn. All
last fall, farmers were selling corn at 90
cents to a dollar a bushel, just as they
had the previous year. Affer it got out
of the farmer’s hands, the price got up
to $1.12 or $1.15. Dealers cannot be ex-
pected to handle it for nothing.  The
latest price is $1.13 a bushel.

I am afraid that, under the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois, the
price would go up to nearly $1.40 a
bushel.

I do not approve of the Commodity
Credit Corporation or the Secretary of
Agriculture breaking the market for corn
growers or other farm producers, but I
believe if they were prohibited from sell-
ing corn on hand for less that $1.20 plus
carrying charges, the price of corn would
skyrocket. It would be felt by every
poultryman, every livestock grower,
every dairyman in the country, and the
increased cost would have to come out of
his pocket or it would have to be added
to the price to the consumer,

While I have felt the Department has
abused its authority from time to time,
yet we do not want to legislate such
abuses—or perhaps I should call them
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advantages—into the law. It certainly
would have no other effect than to in-
crease the consumer’s cost and the cost
of the livestock grower, the dairymen,
and the poultry growers of America.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thought I had given
up the floor.

Mr. MILLER. I should like to ask the
distinguished minority leader, as a mat-
ter of making sure what the legislative
intent is, whether the price support he
refers to means the support price for No.
1 corn. For example, would it be $1.20
for No. 1 corn, but would the support
price for older corn be less? Is it the
intention of the Senator from Illinois
that that would be the basis, rather than
$1.20 on all corn?

Mr. DIRKSEN. It would be worked
out on a formula basis by the Depart-
ment.

Mr. MILLER. But it would definitely
be based on the grade of corn.

Mr. DIRESEN. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
anticipated that such an amendment
would be offered. As a matter of fact, I
would have attempted to offer it myself.
1 see what could happen to the market
price of corn and feed grains if the
carryover was such a large amount and
the Secretary could sell at his will, what-
ever the market value was.

I am going to suggest to the Senator
from Illinois that he modify his amend-
ment to conform with my own. Other-
wise, I will offer it. It would read as
follows: .

Effective with the beginning of the mar-
keting year for the 1964 crop of such com-
modity, the minimum sales price for sales
of corn, oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums
from stocks of Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion shall be 65 per centum of the parity
price for such commodity as of the begin-
ning of the marketing year, plus reasonable
carrying charges.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the Senator ex-
press it in terms of prices?

Mr, ELLENDER. That would be about
$1.04 or $1.06 a bushel.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I did not pick this

- figure out of the air. I geared it to the
price support level for 1962. I did not
determine the level. It was determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr. ELLENDER. That was a special
price in order to have some acres
diverted. It was just a little honey that
the Secretary of Agriculture extended in
order to encourage more diverted acres.
I believe 65 percent would be fair, since
most of the corn now on hand was taken
at a figure of 65 percent of parity.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I must say my dis-
tinguished friend from Louisiana uses a
most engaging term when he uses the
word “honey.” That club had to have
a lot of honey on it when it was being
gotten ready to be used as a bludgeon.
But what about the carrying charge?

Mr. ELLENDER. It is there.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I suggest the Senator
read it again for the benefit of the
Senate. I

Mr. ELLENDER. It reads:

.Effective with the beginning of the mar-

.- keting year for the 1964 crop of such com-

modity, the minimum sales price for sales
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of corn, oats, rye, barley, and graln sor-
ghums from stocks of Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall be 65 per centum of the parity
price for such commodity as of the begin-
ning of the marketing year, plus reasonable
carrying charges.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That gives the Secre-
tary some latitude about what the carry-
ing charge is, because we envision the
carrying charge as a charge including
storage. He may well say, “I do not
propose to pay out that much. I think
so much per bushel should be paid.” Yet
it might be an unreasonable concept be-
cause the actual cost might be more
than that.

I should like to have the legislative
record made, to see how this equates in
terms of dollars and cents.

Mr. ELLENDER. The 65 percent
would be about $1.04, or $1.06. Then
there would be added the “reasonable
carrying charges.”

All I did was to copy what is now in
the law. The Senator well knows that
a good deal of corn and other feed grains
have been in storage 4 or 5 years. If one
were to add all of those charges, it would
make the price of corn go up consid-
erably. That is why we have in the law
the word “reasonable,” so that the cir-
cumstances can be taken into considera-
tion.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I did not think that
club Mr. Freeman was going to wield all
around the place was very reasonable,
because I could not see sweet reason in
getting bashed over the head with a club
when he dumped the feed grains and
corn on the market and said, “Take that
or leave it.”

Mr. ELLENDER. I have the utmost
of faith in my good friend Orville Free-
man. I think he wants to do a good job.
I think he wants to assist the farmers.
I do not think there is any question
about it. I believe his effort is to try to
educate the public.

After all, the farmer does not get all
of the profits which come from these
high prices. The middlemen are getting
a lot of them.

I am willing to trust the Secretary to
do a good job under this provision.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I feel my own spirit
is a little wanting, and I may be charged
as a sinner whose faith quotient is not
quite so high, when it comes to Brother
Freeman. That is not personal. That
is only in respect to administrative ac-
tions he takes and in respect to pro-
posals he advances to the Congress,

Mr. President, I will not quarrel about
it. I am willing to accept this language
as a substitute, in the hope that if it
needs some further tinkering, that can
be done, probably, in conference, if the
bill gets to conference, or in the House
of Representatives.

Mr. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask if
the amendment, as modified, would cover
grain out of condition or threatening
to go out of condition?

Mr. ELLENDER. No.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand, even the proposed modification
of the amendment, by.the Senator from
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Louisiana, would have the effect of rais-
ing the price of corn something like 10
cents a bushel above the present market
price. I wish to have the ReEcorp show
that I do not think it would be wise to
raise the price of corn above the present
market price. I have received no com-
plaint from farmers about the price of
corn, which is, I think, $1.13 a bushel
today. This proposal would make it $1.05
a bushel plus carrying charges, which
would be perhaps another 15 or 20 cents.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I con-
cur in the substitute and I withdraw
my own amendment, and I ask that the
order for the yeas and nays be with-
drawn.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, I
wish to say that the amendment, which
is now the result of some conciliation
and deliberation among the Senator
from Illinois, the Senator from Vermont,
and the Senator from Louisiana, is much
needed, particularly with the extension
of the voluntary program, because if
there should be dumping, it could be very
injurious to the market and to the pro-
ducers,

The amendment is a reasonable one.
I am hopeful that it will be accepted by
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request to withdraw the
order for the yeas and nays? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. ELLENDER. I send forward the
amendment, as a substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate,

The CHier CLERK. On page 55, after
line 19, it is proposed to insert a new sec-
tion, as follows:

Sec. 304. The Agricultural Act of 1949, as
amended, is amended by inserting after the
third sentence of section 407 the following:
“Effective with the beginning of the mar-
keting year for the 1964 crop of suclk com-
modity, the minimum sales price fo. sales
of corn, oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums
from the stocks of Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall be 65 per centum of the parity
price for such commodity as of the begin-
ning of the marketing year, plus reasonable
carrying charges.”

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, in view
of the fact that the amendment offered
by the Senator from Louisiana would
not take effect for 2 years, it would be
more acceptable than the amendment
offered by the Senator from Illinois,
which had no effective date. It is a cer-
tainty that we shall have at least two
more farm bills presented to Congress
before 1964. It is also probable, con-
sidering the shrinking supply of feed
grains in this country and the intent to
shrink them still further, that the mar-
ket price might increase by 1964 to the
amount which is designated in the mod-
ification of the amendment offered by
the Senator from Louisiana.

While I would not wish to have the
REecorp show I am voting for the amend-
ment, it is not so harmful as it appeared
at first glance,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
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ment offered by the Senator from Illi-
nois, as modified, to the committee
amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
there are several other amendments to
be offered. I visited with the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Munptl, who
wishes to offer a key amendment, a very
important amendment.

I should like to propound the unani-
mous-consent request that upon the
Mundt amendment, to be offered, there
be 1 hour of time, the time to be equally
divided between the Senator from South
Dakota and the Senator from Louisiana,
and, of course, that the unanimous-con-
sent request carry with it the rule of
germaneness, as is typical in unanimous-
consent requests.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection fo the request of the Senator
from Minnesota? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I agreed
with the acting majority leader as to
the limitation of time on my amend-
ment. The Senator did not identify the
amendment in question, but the amend-
ment he had in mind, I am sure—and
the amendment I had in mind—was my
amendment 8-17-62—H.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will
the Senator send the amendment to the
desk?

Mr, MUNDT. Yes. But before send-
ing amendment H to the desk, I call up
my amendment 8-17-62—G.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The Cu1er CLERK. On page 52, line 19,
after the word “from” it is proposed to
insert “erosion,”.

On page T2, between lines 8 and 9, it
is proposed to insert the following: “in-
cluding provision for the control of
erosion,”.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the
amendment I have called up is not the
amendment on which there has been an
agreement to limit the time for debate.
The  amendment before us now would
provide that, with respect to the retired
acres, among the other considerations
which the owner or the operator of the
land shall undertake to fulfill, along with
insect control, weed control, and so
forth, would be erosion control. The
amendment would add the words “in-
cluding provision for the control of
erosion.”

The Senate accepted that in the bill
previously considered. I think the
chairman of the committee is willing to
accept it now. If so, we will not have
need for further discussion.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I
understand the amendment, it is the
same one the Senate adopted when the
Senate considered S, 3225.

Mr. MUNDT. Precisely.
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Mr. ELLENDER. I have no objection,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment to the committee amendment of-
fered by the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. MunbpT].

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I now
call up my amendment 8-17-62—H.
This is the amendment on which there
is a limitation of debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 56, be-
tween lines 3 and 4, it is proposed to in-
sert the first alternate program—sections
310 through 325.

On page 66, between lines 21 and 22,
it is proposed to insert the following:

(b) In the referendum held pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section on the na-
tional marketing quota proclaimed for the
1963 crop of wheat, the Secretary shall also
submit the question whether farmers favor a
two-year extension of the program in effect
for the 1862 crop of wheat in lleu of the
program for wheat provided by sections 310
through 325 of the Food and Agriculture Act
of 1962, If a majority of the farmers voting
on such question favor such two-year ex-
tension, (1) the provisions of sections 310
through 325 of the Food and Agriculture
Act of 1962 shall thereupon become inoper-
ative, (2) the provisions of sections 326
through 329 of such Act shall be In effect for
the 1963 and 1964 crops, and (3) the pro-
visions of law in effect without regard to
the amendments contained in such Act shall
be in effect for the 1965 and subsequent
crops of wheat.

On page 91, between lines 7 and 8,
it is proposed to insert the second alter-
nate program—sections 326 through 329
as follows:

SEc. 326. (a) If a majority of the farmers
voting on the gquestion submitted pursuant
to sectlon 338(b) of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, added by
section 3816 of this Act, favor a two-year
extension of the program in effect for the
1962 crop of wheat, the provisions of sections
826 through 329 of this Act shall be in effect
in lieu of the provisions of sections 310
through 325.

(b) Section 334(c) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by adding a new subparagraph (3)
to read as follows:

“(8) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, each old or new farm acreage allot-
ment for the 1963 and 1964 crops of wheat
as determined on the basis of a minimum
national acreage allotment of fifty-five mil-
lion acres shall be reduced by 10 per
centum."”

SEc. 327. (a) In lieu of the provisions of
item (1) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh
Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340(1)),
the following provisions shall apply to the
1963 and 1964 crops of wheat:

“(1) If a national marketing quota for
wheat is In effect for the marketing year,
farm marketing quotas shall be in effect for
the crop of wheat which is normally har-
vested in the calendar year in which such
marketing year begins. The farm marketing
quota for such crop of wheat shall be the
actual production of the acreage planted to
such crop of wheat on the farm less the
farm marketing excess. The farm marketing
excess shall be an amount equal to twice the
normal yleld of wheat per acre established
for the farm multiplied by the number
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of acres of such crop of wheat on the farm
in excess of the farm acreage allotment for
such crop unless the producer, in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary and within the time prescribed
therein, establishes to the satisfaction of the
Secretary the actual production of such
crop of wheat on the farm. If such actual
production is so established, the farm
marketing excess shall be such actual pro-
duction less the actual production of the
farm wheat acreage allotment based upon the
average yileld per acre for the entire wheat
acreage on the farm: Provided, however,
That the farm marketing excess shall not
be larger than the amount by which the
actual production, so established, exceeds
the normal production of the farm wheat
acreage allotment.”

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
item (2) of Public Law T4, Seventy-seventh
Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340(2) ), the
rate of penalty on wheat of the 1963 and
1964 crops shall be 65 per centum of the
parity price per bushel of wheat as of
May 1 of the calendar year in which such
crop is harvested.

(¢) In lieu of the provisions of item (3)
of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Con-
gress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340 (3)), the
following provisions shall apply to the 1963
and 1964 crops of wheat:

*“(3) The farm marketing excess for wheat
shall be regarded as available for marketing,
and the penalty and the storage amount or
amounts of wheat to be delivered to the
Becretary shall be computed upon twice the
normal production of the excess acreage. If
the farm marketing excess so computed is
adjusted downward on the basis of actual
production as heretofore provided the dif-
ference between the amount of the penalty
or storage computed on the basis of twice
the normal production and as computed on
actual production shall be returned to or
allowed the producer or a corresponding ad-
justment made in the amount to be de-
livered to the BSecretary if the producer
elects to make such delivery. The Secretary
shall issue regulations under which the farm
marketing excess of wheat for the farm
shall be stored or delivered to him. Upon
fallure to store, or deliver to the Secretary,
the farm marketing excess within such time
as may be determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary the penalty com-
puted as aforesald shall be paid by the pro-
ducer. Any wheat delivered to the Secre-
tary hereunder shall become the property of
the United States and shall be disposed of by
the BSecretary for relief purposes in the
United States for friendly foreign countries
or in such other manner as he shall deter-
mine will divert it from the normal channels
of trade and commerce.”

(d) Item (7) of Public Law T4, Seventy-
seventh Congrees, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340
(7)), 1s amended to read as follows:

“(7) A farm marketing quota on any crop
of wheat shall not be applicable to any farm
on which, under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary, the actual acreage planted to
wheat for harvest of such crop doés not
exceed fifteen acres: Provided, however, That
a farm marketing quota on the 1962, 1963,
and 1964 crops of wheat shall be applicable
to any farm on which the acreage of wheat
exceeds the smaller of (1) thirteen and five-
tenths acres, or (2) the highest number of
acres actually planted to wheat on the farm
for harvest in any of the calendar years 1959,
1960, or 1961."

(e) Section 336 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 US.C.
1336), is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: “Notwithstanding any
other provision hereof, (1) if the Secretary
determines that two-thirds or more of the
farmers voting in the referendum on mar-
keting quotas held pursuant to section 338
(a) of this Act, as amended by sectlon 416
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of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962, ap-
prove marketing quotas for the 1963 crop
of wheat, marketing quotas shall be in effect
for the 1963 crop of wheat, and (2) farmers
who have not produced in excess of thirteen
and five-tenths acres of wheat in at least
one of the years 1958, 1960, or 1961, shall not
be eligible to vote in the referendum con-
ducted with respect to the national mar-
keting quota for the marketing year be-
ginning July 1, 1964.”

Sec. 328. Price support for the 1863 and
1964 crops of wheat shall be made available
as provided in section 101 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, except that price
support shall be made available only to co-
operators, only in the commercial wheat-
producing area, and if marketing quotas are
in effect for the crop of wheat, wheat of such
crop shall be eligible for price support only
if the producers on the farm on which the
wheat is produced participate in the special
wheat program formulated under section 329
to the extent prescribed by the Secretary.

Spc. 320. (a) If marketing quotas are in
effect for the 1963 or 1964 crop of wheat, pro-
ducers on any farm, except a farm on which
a new farm wheat allotment is established
for the crop, in the commercial wheat-pro-
ducing area shall be entitled to payments
determined as provided in subsection (b)
upon compliance with the conditions here-
inafter prescribed:

(1) Such producers shall divert from the
production of wheat an acreage on the farm
equal to either (i) 10 per centum of the
highest actual acreage of wheat planted on
the farm for harvest in any of the years
1959, 1960, or 18961: Provided, That such acre-
age in each of such years did not exceed
fifteen acres, or (il) 10 per centum of the
farm acreage allotment for the crop of wheat
which would be In effect except for the re-
duction thereof as provided in section 334(c)
(3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended.

(2) Such diverted acreage shall be devoted
to conservation uses including summer fal-
low, approved by the Secretary, and such
measures shall be taken as the Secretary may
deem appropriate to keep such diverted acre-
age free from erosion, insects, weeds, and
rodents: Provided, That such diverted acre-
age may be devoted to castor beans, guar,
gafflower, sunflower, or sesame, if designated
by the Secretary, subject to the condition
that no payment shall be made with respect
to diverted acreage devoted to any such com-
modity.

{3) The total acreage of cropland on the
farm devoted to soll-conserving uses, includ-
ing summer fallow and idle land, but ex-
cluding the acreage diverted as provided
above and acreage diverted under the speclal
program for feed grains, shall not be less
than the total average acreage of cropland
devoted to soll-conserving uses Including
summer fallow and idle land on the farm
In 19590 and 1960. Certification by the pro-
ducer with respect to such acreage may be
dccepted as evidence of compliance with the
foregoing provision. The total average acre-
age devoted to soll-conserving uses, includ-
ing summer fallow and ldle land, in 1959 and
1960, shall be subject to adjustment to the
extent the Secretary determines appropriate
for abnormal weather conditions or other
factors affecting production, established
crop-rotation practices on the farm, changes
in the constitution of the farm, participa-
tion in other Federal farm programs, or to
give effect to the provisions of law relating
to release and reapportionment or preserva-
tion of history.

(4) If the diversion of acreage is made
pursuant to the provisions of (1) (i) of this
subsection (a), the actual acreage of wheat
planted on the farm for harvest shall not
exceed 90 per centum of the highest actual
acreage of wheat planted on the farm for
harvest in any of the years 1959, 1960, or
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1961; and if the diversion of acreage is made
pursuant to the provisions of (1) (i) of this
subsection (a), the farm shall be in com-
pliance with the farm wheat acreage allot-
ment.

(b)(1) Upon compliance with the condi-
tions prescribed in subsection (a) producers
on the farm shall be entitled to payments
which shall be made by Commodity Credit
Corporation In cash or wheat equal to 45
per centum of the value, at the estimated
basic county support rate per bushel for
Number 1 wheat for the county in which
the farm is considered as being located for
the administration of farm marketing quotas
for wheat, of the number of bushels equal
to the adjusted yield per acre of wheat for
the farm, multiplied by the number of
diverted acres other than acres devoted to
castor beans, guar, safflower, sunflower, or
sesame,

(2) The Secretary may make such adjust-
ments in yields for the 1959 and 1960 crop
years as he determines necessary to correct
for abnormal factors affecting production,
and to give due consideration to tillable
acreage, crop rotation practices, type of soil,
soil and water conservation measures, and
topography. To the extent that a producer
proves the actual ylelds for the farm for the
1959 and 1960 crop years, such ylelds shall
be used In making determinations,

(3) The Secretary shall provide by regula-
tions for the sharing of payments among
producers on the farm on a fair and equi-
table basis. The medium of payment shall
be determined by the Secretary. If payments
are made in wheat, the value of the pay-
ments in cash shall be converted to wheat
at the market price of wheat as determined
by Commodity Credit Corporation, Wheat
received as payment-In-kind may be mar-
keted without penalty but shall not be eli-
glble for price support.

(c) (1) Producers who divert acreage on
the farm under subsection (a) may divert
additional acreage on the farm not In excess
of the larger of three times the amount
diverted under subsectlon (a) or such acre-
age as will bring the total acreage diverted
to ten acres: Provided, That the total acre-
age diverted under subsection (a) and this
subsection (¢) shall not exceed the larger of
(1) the highest actual acreage of wheat
planted on the farm for harvest for any of
the years 1959, 1960, 1961, but not to exceed
ten acres or (il) the wheat acreage allot~
ment.

(2) Payments shall be made with respect
to the acreage diverted under this subsec-
tion (¢) in accordance with the terms and
conditlons prescribed in subsection (a):
Provided, That (i) 60 per centum shall be
substituted for 45 per centum in computing
the amount of the payment, (ii) the acreage
diverted under this subsection (c) shall be
added to and deemed to be acreage diverted
under subsectlon (a) for the purposes of
paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (a),
and (iii) if the diversion under subsection
(a) is made pursuant to (1) (i) of said sub-
section, the actual acreage planted to wheat
for harvest on the farm, shall be reduced
below the highest actual acreage of wheat
planted on the farm for harvest in any of
the years 1959, 1960, or 1961, by the total
amount of acres diverted under subsection
(a) and this subsection (¢), or, if the diver-
sion under subsection (a) is made pursuant
to (1) (il) of sald subsection, the wheat acre-
age on the farm shall be reduced by the
total amount of acres diverted under sub-
section (a) and this subsection (e¢) below
whichever of the following acreages is the
larger—

(A) the farm acreage allotment for the
crop of wheat which would be in effect ex-
cept for the reduction thereof as provided in
section 3834(c)(3) of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1988, as amended;

(B) the highest actual acreage of wheat
planted on the farm for harvest for any of

the years 1959, 1960, or 1961, but not to ex-
ceed fiTteen acres. :

(d) Any acreage diverted from the produe-
tion of wheat to conservation uses for which
payment is made under the program formu-
lated pursuant to this section shall be in
addition to any acreage diverted to conserva-
tion uses for which payment is made under
any other Federal program except that the
foregoing shall not preclude the making of
cost-sharing payments under the agricul-
tural conservation program or the Great
Plains program for conservation practices
carried out on any acreage devoted to soll-
conserving uses under the program formu-
lated pursuant to this section.

(e) The Secretary may provide for adjust-
ing any payment on account of failure to
comply with the terms and conditions of the
program formulated under this section, !

(I) Not to exceed 50 per centum of any
payment to producers under this section
may be made in advance of determination of
performance.

(g) The program formulated pursuang to
this section may include such terms and
conditions, in addition to those specifically
provided for herein, as the Secretary defer-
mines are desirable to effectuate the pur-
poses of this section.

(h) Wheat stored to avoid or postpone a
marketing quota penalty under the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended
and supplemented, shall not be released from
storage for underplanting based upon acre-
age diverted under subsection (c) above, and
in determining production of the crop of
wheat for the purpose of releasing wheat
from storage on account of underproduc-
tion the normal yield of the acres diverted
from the allotment shall be deemed to be
actual production of wheat,

(1) The Becretary is authorized to
promulgate such regulations as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
sectlon.

(]) The Commeodity Credit Corporation is
authorized to utilize its capital funds and
other assets for the purpose of making the
payments authorized herein and to pay ad-
ministrative expenses necessary in carrying
out this section during the period ending
June 30, 1963. There is authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be neces-
sary to pay such administrative expenses.

(k) Bection 334(e) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, relat-
ing to increased allotments for durum
wheat, is amended—

(1) by striking out "“after reduction in the
case of the 1962 crop as required by section
334(c) (2)” and Inserting the following:
“after reduction as required by section 334
(e) (2) or (3)", and

(2) by striking out “the special 1962
wheat program formulated under section
124 of the Agricultural Act of 1961"” and in-
serting the following: “the special wheat
program for such crop formulated under
section 124 of the Agricultural Act of 1961
or section 329 of the Food and Agricultural
Act of 1962",

(1) Section 334(1) of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, relating
to increased allotments In the Tulelake area
in California, is amended—

(1) by inserting the following sentence
immediately following the seventh sentence
thereof: “The special wheat program formu-
iated under section 329 of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1962 shall not be applica-
ble to any farm recelving an additional al-
lotment under this subsection.”; and

(2) by striking out of the last sentence
the following: “or 1963".

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the
amendment which I have offered deals
exclusively with the wheat section of the
bill. It is exactly the same as the
amendment which I offered when the
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Senate had before it the farm bill sev-
eral months ago, at which time the com-
mittee reported the proposed legislation
to the Senate with my so-called free
choice amendment included. However,
on motion in the Senate by the chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, the Senate subsequently
knocked the amendment from the hill.
I offer the amendment now because it
seems to me that this is one of the
crucial and key issues which confront us.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, may
we have order so that the Senator from
South Dakota may proceed?

The PRESIDING  OFFICER (Mr.
Youne of Ohio in the chair). The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, my so-
called free choice amendment would
give the wheat farmers of America a
right in their referendum to determine
which of two wheat programs they pre-
fer. H.R. 12391, now before the Senate,
contains an entirely new wheat program
which has never been tried or tested by
the farmers of America. It is a wheat
program which has been discussed from
time to time as far back as the early
1920’s. It is a modification of what used
to be called a two-price system. The
proposal is actually a three- or four-
price system. But it is based upon the
fundamentals conceived at the time two-
price legislation was discussed by Con-
gress.

There has never been a wheat pro-
gram as coercive in nature and as man-
datory in purpose as the proposals con-
tained in H.R. 12391. The proposal has
considerable support in the Wheat Belt,
and it has considerable opposition in the
Wheat Belt. However, there is consider-
able confusion and misunderstanding on
the part of both supporters and op-
ponents of the proposal. There is con-
siderable apprehension as to what will
actually eventuate from the standpoint
of price supports for wheat if we ex-
perimen* with the proposed new concept.

My amendment proposes now, as it
proposed earlier, and as it was approved
by the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry in January or February,
when the bill was first brought out, to
provide that in the referendum which the
wheat farmers vote upon, they shall have
an opportunity to elect as between the
proposed new concept—a multiple price
compulsory wheat program—and a con-
tinuation for 2 years of the program
which is in operation today.

When a piece of proposed legislation
vitally affects the income and perhaps
the survival of the wheat farmers of
America, it makes good sense to consult
with the wheat farmers themselves to
determine whether they wish to depart
from the traditions of the past and ex-
periment with something which is en-
tirely unexplored, new and visionary so
far as they are eoncerned.

This is the centennial year of agricul-
ture. All of us are interested in making
sure that we can develop as sound, sane,
and enduring a farm program as possible.
I think it is essential that those in the
‘Wheat Belt understand what is placed
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before them, which they do not now
understand. Whether my amendment is
agreed to or not, ultimately the farmers
of America will confront a referendum
by which they will have to decide between
the program of their choice and virtually
no program and no price supports for
wheat. So instead of confronting them
with the proposed multiple-price system
in a referendum, without having had it
fully explained, without fully under-
standing the alternatives, my amend-
ment proposes that in the initial referen-
dum the wheat farmers themselves would
decide which of the two farming pro-
posals for wheat producers they wish
to vote on in the final referendum.
That would be decided by majority vote.
The final referendum would then oper-
ate precisely as it does now: If two-
thirds of the farmers voting approved the
program, it would become compulsory
and mandatory.

Mr. President, agriculture, as our
largest industry, employs 12 times the
number of people as in the steel indus-
try—for example, 9 fimes the number in
the automobile industry and twice the
number in the transportation and public
utilities industry. The farming industry
supports directly another 10 percent of
our nonfarm population which supplies
the farmer with his needs and processes
and markets his products.

Agriculture is the principle source of
all new wealth. Reliable estimates in-
dicate that each dollar of wealth taken
from the soil generates $7 of income
throughout the rest of the economy.

Agriculture is a major market for the
products of other industries. For exam-
ple, it uses more steel in a year than is
used for a year’s output of passenger
cars. It uses more petroleum products
than any other industry in the country.
It uses more rubber each year than is re-
quired to produce tires for 6 million
automobiles. Its inventory of machinery
and equipment exceeds the assets of the
steel industry, and is five times that of
the automobile industry. Agriculture, as
an industry, is made up of many small
business enterprises—namely, each in-
dividual farm. These small business
enterprises and small entrepreneurs
manage their own businesses, market
their own products, plan their opera-
tions for the future with meticulous care
and with one eye on the constant threat
of a natural disaster which can wipe out
a year's income overnight.

American agriculture is at the cross-
roads today, Mr. President. It faces an-
other important development in the com-
ing years in the growth of the Common
Market in Europe. In 1960, the Com-
mon Market share of total U.S. farm
exports amounted to 22 percent of our
total exports. The Department of Agri-
culture estimates that one out of every
six acres harvested goes into export
trade. The possible exclusion of the
U.S. from the European market for cer-
tain commodities or even a decrease in
U.S. imports into this area could force
a serious reduction in U.S. production
for this country. :

Just last Wednesday, August 15, Sec-
retary of Agriculture Freeman, in testi-
fying before the Senate Committee on
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Finance, admitted that the Common
Market negotiations in the agriculture
field confronted us with new problems.
He testified that the administration is
hopeful of finding new ways to gain ac-
cess to the Common Market and other
foreign outlets.

In view of the everchanging economy
of agriculture and because of the diffuse
thinking among the farmers of America
on the type of program which they would
like, I feel that this Congress can best
serve the farmers of America by giving
them an opportunity to make a choice
as to whether or not they desire to con-
tinue the present wheat program for the
years 1963 and 1964 or whether they
desire to have the mandatory control
program of the administraticn placed
in effect. It appears to me that in view
of the Secretary’s glowing reports of the
accomplishments of the present program
and also his glowing espousal of the man-
datory programs, he should be more than
willing to permit the farmers to make
a free choice in a democratic election
between these two programs. I believed
the Secretary when he wrote in a letter
to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
ProxmIire] earlier this year:

I have great confidence in the judgment
of the American farmers.

So does the Senator from South Da-
kota. I wish to give the farmers an op-
portunity to express their judgment in
a free referendum. While Secretary
Freeman was speaking of feed grains and
feed grain farmers, I hope he would have
the same confidence in wheat farmers.

. We may disagree with their cholce, but we
should not deny them the right to make it.

I support that position of Secretary
Freeman. If it is sound for feed grain
farmers, it is sound for wheat farm-
ers. We should not deny the wheat
farmers of America the right to make
the choice between two programs—on
the one hand, the existing program,
about which they know the full import
and full impact, and on the other, a
wheat certificate program which is at-
tractive in many ways and which has
strong opponents and strong proponents,
but whick is unnecessarily confusing
and complicated.

Secondly, I raise the question, Why
are we rushing pellmell and headlong
through the legislative processes with a
mandatory program, with no choice for
the wheat farmer but a mandatory pro-
gram or economic chaos, whereas we
have an alternative available to let the
farmers decide which of the two pro-
grams they prefer? It seems to me that
this is another effort by the Secretary
and the President to give lip service to
the farmer for a free choice, while on
the other hand recommending from the
standpoint of the wheat farmer a man-
datory program of rigid controls from
which they cannot escape once two-
thirds of the farmers have voted in the
affirmative.

Mr. President, it is late in August.
Already many wheat farmers are in the
fields planting next year's crop, or are
about to plant it.

Let us in fairness to the wheat farmer
take him from the depths of confusion
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and give him a chance to vote on a pro-
gram of his choice rather than using
the late days of the congressional session
to enact a farm bill which jams down
his throat a program he does not under-
stand or because of changing conditions
he may not need or want, or which, if
Common Market negotiations fail, will
not meet his problem.

The committee in its wisdom did not
see fit to impose a program of mandatory
controls on the feed grain producers. I
noted a press release last week announc-
ing that the Senate leadership would not
try to amend this section of the bill.
Since the leadership believes that the
feed grain section should not be made
mandatory and compulsory, it seems to
me that this is an additional reason why
we should not select the wheat farmer
for a special course of strong-arm treat-
ment. I fully agree that we should give
him the opportunity to vote on the pro-
posals as they are outlined in H.R. 12391,
as amended by the Senate committee.

I fully agree that we should also give
him an opportunity to discuss and un-
derstand and express his preference with
respect to the so-called multiple price
system. I do not believe that we should
limit his choice to that one program, or
that we should try to predetermine his
judement by putting him at the end of
a pistol and telling him, “Either you buy
the multiple choice, wheat certificate
compulsory program, with its multiple
price system and its comprehensive and
confusing proposals, or else you go with-
out any wheat program at all.”

In simple words, I want to give the
farmer the right to say by referendum
vote that he proposes to accept as his
choice for a wheat program either the
multiple choice program or a continua-
tion for 2 more years of the program
which he now has and which he fully
understands, and which slowly but surely
is beginning to cut back the wheat sur-
pluses of America.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MUNDT. I yield to the Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. Yesterday in collo-
quy with the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Youncl, and I en-
gaged in colloguy in which we discussed
the offering of an amendment to the bill
which would provide that the wheat
farmer, for the 1963 crop, have the pres-
ent program for another year. Do I un-
derstand from the statement of the Sen-
ator that the referendum to which he
has made reference on the two programs
will be for the 1964 crop, to be voled on
in 1963°?

Mr. MUNDT. For 1963 and 1964, both
if time permits. It would extend the
present program to 1963 and 1964. !

Mr. CARLSON. That would be voted
on at the end of the crop season?

Mr. MUNDT. Before he planted the
1963 crop if possible.

Mr. CARLSON. Before the planting
of the 1963 crop. Normally I would not
support the Senator on this amendment.
I have for many years urged the adop-
tion of what I called the domestic parity
program for wheat. I believe that a per-
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manent program is needed. That pro-
gram had many advantages. The cer-
tificate plan in the pending bill was in
the previous bill and was patterned after
that measure, but it has many compli-
cating features. It is a very compli-
cated piece of legislation. I was hope-
ful that we would not act on it at this
session, but that we would give Con-
gress another year to look at it and try
to iron out some of the problems.

When this question is presented to the
wheatgrowers of the Nation, if there is
not a very substantial educational pro-
gram they will not understand it, be-
cause it is difficult to understand.

Mr. MUNDT. That is exactly the
trouble. They are likely to vote against
it out of fear of the unknown, leaving
them with no wheat program at all un-
less my amendment is adopted.

Mr. CARLSON. I shall support the
amendment on that ground. I am not
happy about the certificate plan as it is
presented. I have always sponsored
that type of program, but not as com=-
plicated as the one in the bill. It is one
which I believe the farmers may not
understand. I am hopeful that if the
pending legislation provides for the cer-
tificate plan for wheat, we shall have an
opportunity to look at it next year and
try to iron out some of the difficulties
which I believe complicate this bill un-
necessarily. I shall support the Sen-
ator’s amendment for that reason.

Mr, MUNDT. I deeply appreciate the
Senator’s contribution. It is generally
known that the Senator from Kansas is
really the father of the wheat certificate
plan or multiple price proposal. So far
as agricultural legislation with respect to
wheat is concerned. On various occa-
sions in the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry I have voted to sup-
port that program. I believe it has
considerable merit. The Senator has
put his finger on the problem which we
now confront in legislating this late in
the session on a hill that is as confusing
as this one. I dare say that there are not
three members of the Committee on Ag-
riculture and Forestry who fully under-
stand the impact and consequences of
this proposal. It is complicated and
confusing. I think it is unnecessarily
complicated and confusing.

I believe that if we had some time for
additional hearings on the wheat section
of the bill alone we could devise a certifi-
cate plan much less confusing, much
less complicated, much easier to under-
stand, and much more acceptable and
useful to the wheat farmers of America.

I share the fear of the Senator from
Kansas that if we present the farmers
with this alternative as it is now written,
H.R. 12391, as amended, so that they do
not understand it, so that we cannot
give them firm answers to honest ques-
tions, in despair and out of an abundance
of caution and through reluctance to
step into the unknown, they are likely to
vote “no,” and find themselves with no
wheat program at all. That would be
disastrous to the wheat farmers and to
the American farm economy.

What does my amendment propose?
It leaves the program in the bill as it is,
but instead of compelling the farmer now
to make up his mind about something as
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complicated and as novel as this multiple
price certificate plan, it gives him an op-
portunity to decide whether he wants
that plan or a continuation of the present
plan to be presented to him when he
finally selects his own farm program by
referendum.

If we give him an opportunity of
getting the explanation, and if we can
bring about an understanding, and
create a meeting of minds, I am sure
the result will be much better farm legis-
lation than would result from having
politicians on the Senate floor decide
that they do not trust the farmers; that
they know more than do the farmers,
who may decide that the program is so
unattractive that they may as well vote
it down, and thereby decide to leave
the bill as it is, presenting to the farmer,
at the end of a shotgun or a pitchfork,
the ugly alternative between buying a
program he does not understand, a pro-
gram about which there is confusion
and conflicting testimony, a program
representing a speculative step into the
dark; or having no program at all.

My amendment gives the farmer the
alternative of falling back upon a tested
program, a program which has served
him well in the past, although not ade-
quately. It is not the final answer to the
problem; it needs refinement. It is
slowly but surely being refined. In the
past year or two it has helped the farmer
in the Wheat Belt, while at the same time
reduecing the surplus storage.

It seems to me that since the Secretary
has stated that he has confidence in the
small grain farmers and the feed grain
farmers of America, the Senate might
well state that it has confidence in all
the farmers of America. We have con-
fidence in the wheat farmers of America;
and we want to submit to their judgment
the decision as to which of the two farm
programs they wish to have.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. Iyield.

Mr. HRUSKA. When it was suggested
that the referendum would apply to the
1963 crop, the Senator from Nebraska
wondered whether there would be time
to hold a referendum which would apply
to the 1963 crop, in view of the lateness
of the season.

Mr. MUNDT. Some kind of referen-
dum will have to be held in the very early
future. It has already been delayed
and pushed back, because the Senate
was slow in acting on legislation, and
the Department of Agriculture, rightly
and understandably, hoped we would act
in time to enable them to incorporate
the legislation. At least, the question
will be acted upon the first time a refer-
endum can be presented to the wheat
farmers of America.

Mr. HRUSKA. As I understand, a
referendum is scheduled for August 30.

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct,

Mr. HRUSKA. Does the Senator from
South Dakota think that that referen-
dum may have to be postponed?

Mr. MUNDT. That will depend on
the dispatch and expedition with which
the legislation is passed, sent to confer-
ence, and reported to the House. It is
entirely possible that the August 30 ref-
erendum will have to be postponed, as-
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suming that new legislation will be
passed. It might be that this particular
referendum could be held separately and
at a later date.

The Senate has written some astound-
ing agricultural history today. We have
approved programs and policies of price
supports which the Democratic Party
has consistently opposed when thy were
recommended under Eisenhower and
Benson. Members of the Democratic
Party have today voted for this pro-
gram by an almost unanimous vote. I
think only two members of the Demo-
cratic Party voted against the concept
of flexible price supports today. We
have seen a switch from the position of
the administration, which, upon seeking
support from the voters, went so far as
to say that the farmers are entitled to
100 percent price parity, 100 percent
support, to a position of going downhill
to zero. When they get the farmer there,
they will present him with the alterna-
tive of a compulsory straitjacket pro-
gram which would force the farmer to
operate according to the dictates of the
bureaucrats in Washington. That is a
long retreat from parity prices. It is a
complete reversal of their preelection
position. That is a long retreat, even,
from using net income as an adegquate
criterion for the farmer. It is pinning
the farmers’ hope to the number of
bushels of corn, wheat, or other grain
stored somewhere in Government ware-
houses. There is no rhyme or reason or
economic concept fo justify treating
farmers with that kind of disregard.

Having done that for the corn farm-
ers, I hope the Senate, on the same day,
with the same type of partisan major-
ity, will not now try to trap the wheat
farmer and deny him his freedom of
choice. I hope the Senate, when it votes
on my amendment, will vote to give the
wheat farmers of America the same kind
of franchise, the same kind of choice,
that Members of the Senate insist on
having for themselves as they made up
their minds how to vote on the various
issues.

Mr. President, how much time have I
remaining ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota has 5 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. MUNDT. I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I dis-
like having to oppose my genial friend
from South Dakota, but the issues which
are now before the Senate are the same
as those which were before it in May,
when S. 3225 was being considered. It
will be recalled that the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry reported the
wheat provision which eontained the op-
tion which the Senator from South Da-
kota now seeks to incorporate in the bill
reported from the committee.

As I have many times stated to the
Senate, the wheat program has been a
costly one. I have placed in the REcorp
figures which indicate what the costs
have been since the inception of the pro-
gram., They amount to billions of dol-
lars. Of course, that includes gifts which
have been made abroad; it includes sub-
sidies which were paid in the wheat
agreement, and also the price support
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program. The cost of Public Law 480
was $3.8 billion.

It is true that from the sale of the
wheat we received, in many instaneces,
soft currencies. We may redeem some
of them. But actual price support
losses amount to almost $2 billion. The
cost of the International Wheat Agree-
ment aggregated about $1.3 billion. All
that is water under the bridge, All this
resulted from the present laws affecting
wheat.

In 1938, a minimum acreage of 55 mil-
lion was placed in the bill. At the time
that minimum acreage was placed in the
bill, production “'was about 13.2 bushels
an acre. Today the production is almost
double that amount; yet the minimum
acreage still remains at 55 million.

The Senator from South Dakota seeks
to provide the farmer an opportunity to
vote for the two-price system, which
would give the Secretary of Agriculture
authority to fix the production of wheat
somewhat in keeping with our require-
ments, which are approximately 1 bil-
lion bushels a year.

The option which my good friend
would give to the farmer would permit
him to have an emergency program for
2 years, but at the end of that emergency
period we would revert to the same old
law which has given us so much trouble,
and that is the law which is now on the
statute books. If that proposal were
submitted to the farmers, in my opin-
ion they would vote for the 2-year emer-
gency program, which, by the way, is
very expensive; and at the end of that
time we would be confronted with the
present law, which has in it a provision
for a minimum of 55 million acres. As
I have pointed out on many occasions,
the Secretary of Agriculture is unable
to reduce the acreage below 55 million,
and he is compelled to support prices
of wheat at the rate of 75 to 90 percent
of parity.

For the past 5 or 6 years, as chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, I have tried many times to
submit proposed legislation which would
reduce the minimum acreage, so that
production could be in keeping with our
requirements. The Senate passed two
bills which would have had such an ef-
fect. One of those bills was vetoed by
the President. The second bill was en-
acted by both Houses, and went to con-
ference. The Senate adopted the con-
ference report, but the House refused to
do so. So we were put back to the old
law—the 1938 act—which has caused
so much expense, as I pointed out a mo-
ment ago,

The amendment proposed by my good
friend, the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Munpr], would provide—as I stated
a few minutes ago—an opportunity to
vote in the referendum for either of the
two options. In May of this year, the
Senate voted to strike that provision from
the bill, Iam very hopeful that a similar
vote will be cast at this time.

I could say much more on this sub-
ject; but I believe Senators are familiar
with the propesal. It is very simple.
However, if we were to adopt the amend-
ment, I fear that within 2 years we would
have expended in excess of $700 million,
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and then we would have to revert to the
1938 act—which, I repeat, has caused us
great expense.

I fear that if existing programs were
to be continued for wheat, milk, corn,
and other feed grains, it would jeopardize
the rest of the farm program; and I am
sure no Senator would wish to see that
occur,

I am willing at any time to yield time
to any Senator who desires to speak on
the amendment, or to yield back the re-
mainder of the time under my control, if
the Senator from South Dakota is will-
ing to do likewise.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Louisiana
yield briefly to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Burpick in the chair). Does the Senator
from Louisiana yield to the Senator from
Minnesota?

Mr. ELLENDER., I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I assured the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT]
that I would do the best I could to have
the yeas and nays ordered on the gues-
tion of agreeing to his amendment to the
committee amendment. So, Mr, Presi-
dent, in order to expedite the procedure,
I ask that the yeas and nays be ordered
on the question of agreeing to the Mundt
amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr, MUNDT. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Minnesota. If I may
proceed for about 3 minutes, in order to
conclude my remarks, I shall be ready for
the vote.

Mr. ELLENDER. Very well.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am
sure that the previous yea-and-nay vote,
by which the Senate voted to end price
supports for the producers of corn, will
be discussed for many years by agri-
cultural experts and by writers on the
farm economy. Inasmuch as that vote
involves a change of position by many
prominent Senators, all of whom are
dear friends of mine, I shall not em-
barrass any of them by quoting state-
ments which have been made in previous
debates on these issues. However, for
the aid of researchers, students, and edi-
torial writers, I point out that if they
will refer to volume 102 of the bound
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, part 3, 84th Con-
gress, 2d session, including the debates
from February 20, 1956, to March 7, 1956,
and will read the debates which occurred
at that time, and will study the rollcall
votes which were taken, beginning on
page 3128 and continuing to page 4150,
they will conclude that the one who
wrote the axiom “There is nothing new
under the sun,” was a second cousin of
Ananias, because when we come to deal
with agriculture, there are many new
things under the sun. These include the
way Senators vote—and their reasons for
such votes.

Mr. President, I shall be brief. I
merely wish to point out that I believe
it exceedingly unfortunate that on the
last yea-and-nay voie the Senate de-
cided to deny the farmers of America a
free choice between the two )

I am glad, however, to hear statements
in favor of economy by Senators on the
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other side of the aisle. However, econ-
omy should be an across-the-board per-
formance; it should be a consistent oper-
ation. I dislike to think that the only
place where this session of Congress will
do any economizing will be on the scalp
of the American farmer, by cutting his
price supports for corn down to zero, and
by putting him into a new wheat pro-
gram which is so complicated that no
one knows with certainty whether it will
help or will hurt the farmer. But all of
us know it will cut back wheat produc-
tion sharply, will result in the retire-
ment from production of additional
acres of land, and will eliminate the 55-
million-acre base which has been so im-
portant to the wheat farmers.

However, as I have said, some strange
things are happening these days in agri-
cultural legislation. It seems to me we
get our economics and our politics badly
confused.

I have made my case for this amend-
ment. I believe in freedom of choice for
the wheat farmers; and that is all my
amendment proposes,

If the distinguished chairman of the
committee decides that we have debated
this issue long enough, inasmuch as the
yeas and nays have already been ordered,
I yield back the remainder of the time
under my control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time available to the Senator from
South Dakota has expired.

Mr. MUNDT. Then, Mr. President,
obviously I have concluded.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I would
like to ask a question in regard to section
379(b) (i) which can be found on page
83 of the bill and reads, as follows:

All persons engaged in the processing of
wheat into food products composed wholly
or partly of wheat shall, prior to marketing
any such product for human food in the
United States, acquire marketing certifi-
cates equivalent to the number of bushels of
wheat contained in such product.

Most wheat used in this country is
processed into flour, but not all flour is
used as human food in this country. A
substantial portion of the flour is used
in industrial processing. The end prod-
uct of the industrial process may or may
not consist of food products. In one
particular process a portion of the re-
sultant product is used for food pur-
‘poses and the remainder is not. In ad-
dition, a certain amount of the flour is
lost in processing.

I would like to know if marketing cer-
tificates will be required for all of the
wheat milled into flour used in such
industrial processes in spite of the fact
that all or part of such wheat is finally
used for nonfood purposes, or lost in
processing.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this
particular question was brought to my
attention by the distinguished Senator
from Michigan [Mr. HarT] some time
ago, and I have requested a clarification
from the Department of Agriculture. I
have been assured by the Department
that in such cases a price adjustment
will be arranged either with the millers
or the industrial processors of flour in
recognition of the fact that not all of
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the end product is to be used for human
food purposes.

Mr. HART. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of the time un-
der my control; and I am ready for the
vote to be taken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. MunpT] to the committee amend-
ment. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered; and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BieLE],
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr, Crark], the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. Pastorel, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], and the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTSON] are
absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. SymineTon], the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son], the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
CarroLL], the Senator from Idaho iMr.
CuurcH], the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GrueNING], and the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hickey] are necessarily ab-
sent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senators from New Mex=-
ico [Mr. ANpERSON and Mr. Cravezl, the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING],
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PasTorel, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoBerTsON], and the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmaTHERS] would each vote
((my.)l

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BierLe] is paired with the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Nevada would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. CarrorL] is paired with the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
MvurpHY]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Colorado would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from New Hampshire
would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CuHuUrcH] is paired with the Senator
from California [Mr. Kucuer]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Idaho
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
California would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CrLark] is paired with the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoT-
ToN]l. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from New Hampshire
would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. SymincToN] is paired with the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLoTT].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Missouri would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Colorado would vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Arvrorr],
the Senators from Delaware [Mr. Boces
and Mr. WitLiams], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Burirer], the Senator

August 21

from California [Mr, KucHEL], the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. MorTONK], the
Senators from New Hampshire [Mr,
CorroN and Mr, MurpHY], and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] are
necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Arrorr] is paired with the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SyMING-
ToN.] If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Colorado would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from Missouri would
vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Corron] is paired with
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KvucHEeL] is paired with the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Crurcr]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
California would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Idaho would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurrHY] is paired with
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Car-
rRoLL]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire would vote
‘“yea,” and the Senator from Colorado
would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scorr] is paired with the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLel. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Pennsylvania would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Nevada would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 29,
nays 50, as follows:

[No. 210 Leg.]
YEAS—29
Alken Eastland Pearson
Beall Fong Prouty
Bennett Goldwater Russell
Bottum Hickenlooper Saltonstall
Bush Hruska 8mith, Malne
Capehart Javits Thurmond
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Tower
Case Eeating Wiley
Curtis Miller Young, N. Dak.
Dirksen Mundt
NAYS—50
Bartlett Holland Metcalf
Burdick Humphrey Monroney
Byrd, Va. Jackson Morse
yrd, W. Va. Johnston Moss
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Muskie
Cooper Kefauver Neuberger
d Earr Pell
Douglas Lausche Proxmire
Ellender Long, Mo. Randolph
Engle Long, Hawail Smith, Mass,
Ervin Long, La. Sparkman
Fulbright Magnuson Btennis
Gore Mansfield Talmadge
Hart McCarthy Williams, N.J.
Hartke McClellan Yarborough
Hayden McGee Young, Ohio
Hill MecNamara
NOT VOTING—21
Allott Church Murphy
Anderson Clark Pastore
Bible Cotton Robertson
Boggs Gruening Scott
Butler Hickey Smathers
Carroll EKuchel Symington
Chavez Morton Williams, Del

So Mr. Muwnpr’s amendment, to the
committee amendment, was rejected.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment to the committee
amendment was rejected.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the motion to re-
consider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment designated “8-20-
62—@G,” on behalf of myself and Senators
JaviTs, ScorT, CasE, and SALTONSTALL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

- The LecrstaTivé CLERK. On page
46, line 11, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Sec. 104. No agreement or payment shall
be made under this title unless the SBecre-
tary determines that any public facilities
which may be developed with Federal as-
sistance will be available to all persons with-
out discrimination on account of race.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD]
is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe I should
notify the Senator from New York that
it is my intention to move to table his
amendment. I wish to notify him ahead
of time.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I appreciate his usual
courtesy. I understand that will be his
motion. Itismy understanding that, fol-
lowing my presentation, some of the co-
sponsors of the amendment and other
Senators may wish to speak. I hope the
Senator from Montana will withhold his
motion.

Mr. President, I wish to make a par-
liamentary inquiry. Would it be proper
and appropriate for me at this time to
ask for the yeas and nays on the motion
to table, or must I wait until the motion
is made?

Mr. MANSFIELD, The Senator can
ask unanimous consent.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may now make
a request for the yeas and nays on the
motion to table.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold that request?

Mr. EEATING. I am happy to with-
hold it.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM AND OR-
DER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator will permit, I
should like to query the distinguished
majority leader concerning the program
for the remainder of today and also for
tomorrow.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
response to the question raised by the
distinguished minority leader, it was our
hope that the Senate could remain in
session long enough tonight to have the
third reading of the bill. If is our un-
derstanding that it is desired to have
the third reading of the bill tonight,
which might require remaining in ses-
sion a little longer. When the amend-
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ment offered by the Senator from New
York is disposed of, one way or another,
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Towerl
intends to offer an amendment, on which
he would like to have the yeas and nays.

Because of the fact that certain Sena-
tors are absent from the Chamber due to
unavoidable circumstances, it was hoped
that we could obtain a unanimous-con-
sent agreement to have a vote on the
question of passage of the bill at the con-
clusion of morning business tomorrow.

It is anticipated that following con-
sideration of this bill, the Senate will
consider S. 1552, a bill to amend and
supplement the antitrust laws with re-
spect to the manufacture and distribu-
tion of drugs, and for other purposes.

Following consideration of the drug
bill, the Senate will consider H.R. 10743,
a bill to amend title 38, United States
Code, to provide increases in rates of dis-
ability compensation, and for other pur-
Pposes.

Following consideration of that bill,
the Senate will consider H.R. 11721, a bill
to authorize the payment of the balance
of awards for war damage compensation
made by the Philippine War Damage
Commission and to authorize the appro-
priation of $73 million for that purpose.

Following consideration of that bill,
the Senate will consider H.R. 10650, a
bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to provide a credit for investment
in certain depreciable property, to elimi-
nate certain defects and inequities, and
for other purposes.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate concludes its deliberations to-
night it stand in adjournment until 11
o'clock fomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr, KEATING obtained the floor.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator from New York yield to me for
a couple of minutes?

Mr. EEATING. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

COCKTAIL LOUNGE IN THE
CAPITOL?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I just
read an interesting note from the ticker,
which says:

COCKTAIL LOUNGE?

WasHINGTON.—If there's a cocktail lounge
in the Capitol, it's being hidden from J.
George Stewart, the big building's architect
and custodian.

Stewart has been deluged recently with
inquiries about the existence of a formal
drinking room in the Capitol, especially in
the new multimillion-dollar east front ex-
tension.

BSomehow or other, he told a reporter, a
rumor got around that a fancy cocktail
lounge was hidden away in the new front.
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Members of Congress have been relaying to
Stewart the indignant letters from constitu-
ents asking for an explanation.

“You have my personal assurance,” Stew-
art sald, “that there is no cocktail lounge
in the extended east front of the Capitol or
in any other part of the building. No con-
sideration was ever given to the Installation
of a cocktall lounge.”

Of course, Mr. President, Mr. Stew-
art’s omissions speak louder than his
words. He owes to the people who write
to him, or who write to Members of
Congress and whose letters are relayed or
“bucked over” to him for an answer to
letters of indignation, an answer to the
effect that in the conference room of the
Senate from time to time cocktails are
served, and they are served in connec-
tion with official Senate affairs.

The Senator from Oregon has made
his position very clear in that regard.
His resolution seeking to prevent the
desecration of that room, and thereby
the Capitol, because of the serving of
cocktails at various affairs in that room,
is still languishing in the Committee on
Rules and Administration. The Sen-
ator wrote to members of the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration about
this resolution several weeks ago, but
never received the courtesy of a reply
from a single member of the committee,

I want Senators to bear in mind that
Congress has not yet adjourned. That
resolution will be used by the Senator
from Oregon at an appropriate time as
a rider on proposed legislation, before
Congress adjourns. I will do my best
to compel Senators to stand up and be
counted on the resolution.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1962

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12391) to improve and
protect farm income, to reduce costs of
farm programs to the Federal Govern-
ment, to reduce the Federal Govern-
ment’s excessive stocks of agricultural
commodities, to maintain reasonable and
stable prices of agricultural commodities
and products to consumers, to provide
adequate supplies of agricultural com-
modies for domestic and foreign needs,
to conserve natural resources, and for
other purposes.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, my
amendment provides that no agreement
or payment shall be made under the title
I provisions of this bill unless the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has determined
that any public facilities which may be
developed with Federal assistance or
funds be open to all persons without dis-
crimination on account of race.

There really should be no need for
such an amendment. In my judgment,
Federal funds cannot be lawfully ap-
propriated for any programs which dis-
criminate against Americans because of
their race. A Federal subsidy for segre-
gated facilities of any kind is not only
unfair and unjust, but in my judgment,
illegal.

The rather inconsistent and confused
position of the Secretary of Agriculture
on this important matter is very disap-
pointing. Earlier in the session when
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the Senate first considered farm legisla-
tion, the Department assured me orally
that no money would be allocated for
projects which would not be open to
citizens of all races.

- This assurance was given to me by
the General Counsel of the Department
of Agriculture, who has been in the news
of late. It was made to me in the midst
of the debate on the farm bill in May
when I first proposed this amendment.
The General Counsel stated that no
Federal funds would be allotted under
title I for segregated recreation facilities.
A letter confirming these assurances was
promised.

Some of my colleagues may remember
that after the defeat of the amendment
by a narrow margin of three votes, in
fairness to the Secretary of Agriculture,
I announced on the floor of the Senate
that I had received that assurance and
that I would be getting a letter backing
it up.

There were reports, thereafter, con-
tradicting these assurances. I have at-
tempted to contact both the General
Counsel and the Secretary repeatedly
with the hope of having their viewpoint
clarified. I regret to announce that I
have not yet received the promised writ-
ten statement or any other confirmation
of the Department’s position. At the
same time, there have been other reports
that the Department now refuses to give
any promise that funds will not be
granted for segregated recreational fa-
cilities under this legislation. 'This

<vacillating attitude of the Department

on such a vital issue is very disturbing.
It is reminiscent of the difficulty we en-
countered in getting a clear statement on
the Labor-HEW appropriation bill from
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare as to whether that De-
partment’s funds would be used to fi-
nance segregated hospitals and schools.
A clear and unequivocal statement of
the administration’s position on these
issues is long overdue. On the record
to date we have no choice but to write
into this bill an explicit provision re-
quiring the Secretary of Agriculture to
make certain that no Federal tax funds
are going to be spent for racially seg-
regated parks, picnic areas, and other
recreational facilities—and I find the
program under title I to be one of the
better parts of the bill.

Adoption of this amendment will pre-
vent an otherwise desirable program for
converting marginal and unneeded farm
lands into recreational areas from being
tainted by racial prejudice. It is far bet-
ter that we make our position ecrystal
clear at the inception of the program
instead of waiting until there are in-
cidents, infringements of rights and pro-
longed litigation. If we allow recreation
facilities to be set aside from surplus
lands on a segregated basis, we may be
certain that it will only be a matter
of time before our courts are faced with
dozens of cases demanding equal rights
under the Constitution. It is much more
constructive and desirable to take our
stand now and to avoid later complica-
tions and embarrassments.

Very few Members of this body have
objection to title I of this bill. The idea
of converting surplus land and land that
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has proved to be uneconomic into rec-
reational areas is a good one. Not only
will it in a small way help to curb ex-
cess agricultural production, but it will
also provide areas for recreation for
many persons who now have no such
parks and water areas. Many of us
strongly endorse any program that will
work to alleviate farm surplus and any
idea that will at the same time provide
benefits to such a large portion of our
population. My amendment is designed
to invigorate title I by making certain
that its benefits will flow to all our citi-
zens. The tax money from which this
appropriation comes was collected with-
out any racial classifications, and it
should be disbursed on the same basis.

It makes no difference if this Federal
assistance is on the basis of loans or
grants or whether the area is to be man-
aged by Federal, State, or local authori-
ties. If the Federal Government is to be
a partner in these ventures, then the
facilities should be open to all Americans
without regard to race. We should
guarantee that all new parks and recrea-
tion areas will be places where any
American can go with his family without
fear of being turned away. Far too many
times of late the Congress has passed
legislation which can aggravate our
country’s race problem. Here is a good
chance to reverse the trend.

I wish to refer briefiy to what took
place last Thursday when an amendment
was offered to the space communications
bill that would prohibit diserimination in
employment by any corporation partici-
pating in the program. .

A strong appeal was made at that time
by the proponents of that amendment,
including the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crarx], the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse], and the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Dovcras], who took a leading
part in the debate.

A strong argument was made at that
time by the proponents of the amend-
ment to Senators on both sides of the
aisle to live up to the platforms of both
parties pledging action along those lines.
We were forcefully reminded of the
solemn promises that were made at the
conventions and repeated throughout the
campaign, The distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx] urged
the Senate “not to resort to parliamen-
tary tactics in order to prevent the Sen-
ate, for the first time this session, to
have a vote on the merits of a civil rights
amendment.”

I might say, parenthetically, that that
was not the first time, but the second,
because the first time was when this
amendment was offered to the last farm
bill which was before the Senate. It was
the second time. Both the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CrLark] and the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Doucras] argued
eloquently for the redemption of our
clear, unequivoeal, unqualified, unmis-
takable assurances to the American peo-
ple that both our political parties would
work for abolition of discrimination on
the ground of race, creed, color, or na-
tional origin.

At that time, although I differed with
Senators DovucLas, Morsg, and CLARK on
the merits of the satellite communica-
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tions bill, and strongly supported that
bill on its merits, because of my deep
conviction that the principle which the
Senators from Pennsylvania and Illinois
and others were espousing was right, I
gave this nondiscrimination amendment
to the space bill my wholehearted
support.

I do not believe progress will ever be
made in the field of ecivil rights by mak-
ing tactical withdrawals and retreats.
Whenever civil rights measures are of-
fered in the Senate, tactical reasons are
given for not pressing them. We are
told to wait for another day, which
somehow never arrives. We are always
urged to postpone the question to a
more convenient time, but that conven-
ient time is never now.

We have retreated long enough. We
have compromised long enough. We
should have learned by now that the
only way we can progress in this field
is by pressing forward at every oppor-
tunity with the conviction and determi-
nation that a just cause should not be
postponed to another day.

The American people will not be
fooled by tactical explanations of votes
against civil rights. They will not be
misled by a pretext for saying no to
principles which we should be warmly
embracing and which both parties have
promised to the American people.

If the day comes when any Negro
father or mother has to tell a small child
that a pienic in a Government-financed
park area is off limits to Americans of
their color, all these pretexts and ex-
cuses will quickly evaporate.

This is another challenge to our
convictions. Let us not shun this test.
It is time for those of us on both sides
of the aisle who believe in ecivil rights
to work as forcibly to achieve our ob-
jectives as those who oppose civil rights
work to defeat them.

Today will be the payoff as to whether
we belleve in the platform and principles
we have advocated before the country, or
whether they are simply for campaign pur-
poses.

Those are not my words; those are the
words of the distinguished Senator from
Illinois [Mr, DoucLas] last week. The
distinguished Senator from Illinois has
been a strong and persistent warrior for
civil rights, and I have considered it a
privilege to join with him and others in
both parties for goals which we mutually
sought.

Today I make the same plea. When
this identical amendment was before
the Senate in May, a motion to table
carried by a margin of only three votes.
A change in only two votes would have
led to specific recognition in one of the
laws of this Congress that the Federal
Government has no right to use tax
funds for racially segregated projects.
I hope that today will be the occasion for
d;eclarlng that simple but vital prineci-
ple.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. EEATING. I yield.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I join the Sena-
tor from New York in his amendment
because, if we are to create areas for
youths, I consider it a perfectly logical
basis on which to act to make it clear
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that we intend that all people may enjoy
them, no matter who they may be.

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate the
Senator’s statement. I appreciate his
cosponsorship of the amendment. I
know of his sincere and honest dedica-
tion to the cause of civil rights. It is an
honor to be associated with him in this
effort.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment, of which I
have the honor to be a cosponsor. I be-
lieve that the necessity for the amend-
ment arises from what may properly be
called de facto segregation. Perhaps
the situation which we find in- places
like Albany, Ga., is the best example of
that.

When we look into these situations
and take the cover off them, we find
that what is supposedly provided by our
national statutes as representing lawful
management does not necessarily obtain
in practice.

Senators will recall that I have tried
on previous occasions to reach the
archaic rule in the Hill-Burton Act, un-
der which Federal funds are granted to
hospitals which are in essence segregated
establishments because of the archaic
definition in the law respecting separate
but equal facilities, although the Fed-
eral Government and everyone else
knows that that definition would not
stand up for 5 minutes in a court of law,
that the Supreme Court has decided
precisely to the contrary, and that the
concept of separate but equal facilities is
unconstitutional.

Nonetheless, the Government con-
tinues to issue regulations in hospital
situations premised upon the separate
but equal idea.

There is such a thing as local custom,
which is pertinent to this amendment.
The quality and nature of social organ-
ization, as one of our Members is wont
to call it, is such that the community
tolerates segregation, which is contrary
to the Constitution, but is not expressly
contrary to any law. A lawsuit may be
started, which is a very expensive and
tough undertaking,

Therefore, the amendment which the
Senator from New York [Mr., KeAaTING]
is sponsoring and in which many of us
join, should be adopted. It will be re-
membered that I had a similar fight with
respect to segregation at airport ter-
minals, in which a couple of years were
required before the practice caught up
with the law, again, because the law did
not specifically spell out in so many
words what is sought to be spelled out
here.

The new approach involves the idea of
recreation areas which are developed
from reserve lands, as conducive to the
development of a more mature and more
advisable farm program. In my view, it
is important that when a new program
is started, the de facto segregation and
customs of local communities should be
laid aside and we should return to the
fundamental proposals involved.

In connection with the bill, about
which there has been some discussion
in the Government Operations Commit-
tee, of which I am a member, specific
instances and examples have been cited
in which for years, in national parks and
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national forests in Southern States seg-
regation has been practiced de facto, in~-
dicating that unless there is a specific
regulation on the subject we get into dif-
ficulties. Examples go back to 1959 and
1960. They are very specific with respect
to what took place at places like Chat-
tahoochee National Forest in Georgia,
the De Soto National Park in Mississippi,
and a naval housing reservation in Nor-
folk, Va. These are specific examples of
de facto segregation being practiced.

It is clear to me that there is good
reason for an amendment of this char-
acter, spelling out in precise terms what
we have in mind in creating a national
benefit through a new park. We should
see to it that the situation of which we
may later properly complain may be
avoided, because we state what we mean,
what we intend, and what we desire,
without any nonsense or doubt about it,
and without letting local customs pre-
vail for years and years, and without the
requirement that there be lawsuits or
battles on the floor of the Senate to bring
about our manifest intention in the law.

So anticipating the argument which is
at the root of the motion to table—and
I say this with all respect to the ma-
jority leader; I understand his problem—
namely, that the Federal Government,
through the Federal departments, will
administer lands of this character in a
nondiscriminatory way, it has been our
experience that in every case, unless pro-
vision is made in unmistakable terms,
and there is a law to tie to, there will
be no compliance. We have sought to
amend appropriation bills, but have been
unable to do so because our proposals
are considered to be substantive law.
Now we have an opportunity to legislate
in accordance with what I deem to be
the views of the overwhelming majority
of this body.

If the motion to table prevails, it will
carry, in my view, not in accord with the
best judgment on this issue, whatever
may be the overriding considerations as
to the farm bill. In my judgment, a mo-
tion to table, if carried, would not be in
accordance with the views expressed time
and time again by a majority of the
Members of this body.

I hope we will be true to ourselves on
this subject and take the opportunity
offered to us by this amendment to vote
to reject the motion to table, and sup-
port the amendment,

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
ARTS BILLS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to
give notice to the Members of the Sen-
ate and other interested parties that the
Special Subcommittee on the Arts of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
of which I have the honor to serve as
chairman, will hold hearings on three
pending bills affecting the arts, begin-
ning August 29, 1962, and continuing on
‘August 30 and, if needed, on September
7, 1962.

The three bills under consideration
will be:

S. 741, introduced by Mr. HUMPHREY,
for himself, Mr. CLARK, Mr. DoucLas, Mr.
Morsg, Mr. Wirrrams of New Jersey, Mr.
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CooPER, Mr. JaviTs, and Mr. LoNe of Mis-
souri, to provide for the establishment of
a Federal Advisory Council on the Arts;

S. 785, introduced by Mr. Crark, for
himself, Mr. HuMpHREY, and Mr. PeLL, to
establish a program of grants to States
for the development of programs and
projects in the arts; and

S. 1250, introduced by Mr. Javits, to
establish the U.S. Arts Foundation.

The hearings will be held in the com~
mittee's hearing room, 4232, New Senate
Office Building, and will begin at 10 a.m.
on each day.

Serving with me on the subcommittee
are Senators YArBoroUGH, WILLIAMS of
New Jersey, CLARK, JaviTs, and ProuTy.

A special effort will be made to obtain
testimony on community cultural activi-
ties and needs in cities and States in
various parts of the country.

Those who wish to appear before the
subcommittee to present testimony on
these bills, or to submit statements for
the record, should make arrangements
with Mr. Stewart E. McClure, chief clerk
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, extension 5375.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, when I
requested the appointment of a subcom-
mittee and hearings in the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare on bills relat-
ing to a national cultural establishment
for the Nation, I did so in full recognition
of the fact that Federal participation in
a program to help the development of our
Nation’s resources in the performing and
visual arts is vital to our morale at home
and to our leadership in the cold war
struggle,

I express my appreciation to Senator
LisTErR HILL, my distinguished chairman,
for granting this request, and congratu-
late Senator PELL on being named as
chairman.

The image that we project abroad
among the peoples of the developing na-
tions becomes an important factor in
helping them resist Communist infiltra-
tion and aggression; and our cultural
posture makes up a very essential part of
our total position and prestige in West-
ern civilization. We can ignore only at
our own peril the need for a cultural base
in depth within our borders.

Some of the greatest long-range bene-
fits to the United States abroad have
come from our cultural exchange agree-
ments in which American artists of note
have rendered magnificent service as ex-
ponents of our country’s culture and in
promoting good relations with other na-
tions.

In the forthcoming hearings which
have just been announced we shall have
an opportunity to get at all sides of this
problem and also to make it clear that
the principal source of assistance to the
performing and visual arts will continue
to be private and philanthropic sources
as it has been always. It is important to
emphasize that the Federal Govern-
ment’s position will not in any way en-
danger the traditional freedom of the
artist and his form of expression and
that the legislation before the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Subcommittee
does. not in any way infringe upon this
time-honored prerogative of the artist.

Federal participation and encourage-
ment of the arts is not a new thing, and
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has been expressed in many ways for
over 100 years. My own activity in the
Congress goes back to 1949 when as a
Member of the House, I introduced a
resolution calling for the establishment
of an American National Theater estab-
lishment. The legislation which I have
-sponsored in this Congress calls for es-
tablishment of a U.S. Arts Foundation
to help bring about wider dissemination
of the arts and within the framework of
free enterprise and voluntary association
to help in the development of new talent
and expose more people and more places
to the best in American culture than any
other proposal now before the Congress.

Federal assistance for expansion of the
arts is an urgent necessity, and I am con-
fident that the forthcoming hearings will
result in a bill which the Senate can
adopt.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
commend and congratulate the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island, who
once again has shown the initiative which
has made him so valued a Member of
this body. I know that, as always, he
will render outstanding service.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY TO FILE RE-
PORT FOLLOWING ADJOURNMENT
OF SENATE TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be permitted
to file, during the adjournment of the
Senate following today's session a report
and certain additional amendments to
the bill (S. 1552) to amend and sup-
plement the antitrust laws with respect
to the manufacture and distribution of
drugs, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1962

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12391) to improve and
protect farm income, to reduce costs of
farm programs to the Federal Govern-
ment, to reduce the Federal Govern-
ment’s excessive stocks of agricultural
commeodities, to maintain reasonable
and stable prices of agricultural com-
modities and products to consumers, to
provide adequate supplies of agricultural
commodities for domestic and foreign
needs, to conserve natural resources,
and for other purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the amendment of the Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. Keating] be laid
on the table.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, on that
motion, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator
from New York [Mr. Kearmvcl. The
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.
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The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Florida [Mr,
SmatrHERs]. If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” Were I at
liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIsLE],
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crark], the Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. KerFAuveErl, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel, and
the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmatrHERS] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. SymineToN], the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. Hickey]l, the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. CaAr-
rorLl, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CuurcH], and the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrRueNING] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AwpErsonN], the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. BierLel, the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. CravEz], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel, the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Cuurcrl, the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HIcKEY],
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr,. KEFAU-
ver], and the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGee] would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrueNING] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarg]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania would vote
“nay_u

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. CarroLL] is paired with the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SymincTON].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Missouri would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HumpHREY] is paired with
the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from Florida
would vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ArrorT],
the Senators from Delaware [Mr. Boges
and Mr. WiLriams], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Burrer], the Senator
from California [Mr. KvcHEL], the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. MorToNn], the
Senators from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron and Mr. MurpHY], and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] are
necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Arvrorrl, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr, CorToN],
the Senator from California [Mr.
Kucuer], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. MortoN], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MureaYy ], and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr, Scorr]
would each vote “nay.” .
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The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 37, as follows:

[No. 211 Leg.]
YEAS—40
Bartlett Jackson Moss
Burdick Johnston Muskie
Byrd, Va. Jordan, N.C. Neuberger
Byrd, W. Va. Eerr Robertson
Cannon Long, Hawall Russell
Eastland Long, La. Sparkman
Ellender Magnuson Stennis
Engle Mansfield Talmadge
Ervin McCarthy Thurmond
Fulbright McClellan Tower
Gore McNamara Yarborough
Hayden Metcalf Young, N. Dak.
Hil Monroney
Holland _ Morse
NAYS—37
Alken Fong Pearson
Beall Goldwater Pell
Bennett Hart Prouty
Bottum Hartke Proxmire
Bush Hickenlooper Randolph
Capehart Hruska Saltonstall
Carlson Javits Smith, Mass
Case Jordan, Idaho Smith, Maine
Cooper Keating Wiley
Curtis Lausche Willlams, N.J.
Dirksen Long, Mo. Young, Ohio
Dodd Miller
Douglas Mundt
NOT VOTING—23
Allott Clark Morton
Anderson Cotton Murphy
Bible Gruening Pastore
Boggs Hickey Scott
Butler Humphrey Smathers
Carroll Eefauver Symington
Chavez Euchel ‘Williams, Del.
Church McGee

So the motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the motion
to lay on the table was agreed to be
reconsidered.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I move to
lay on the table the motion to recon-
sider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I do not
intend to call up the amendment in the
nature of a substitute for the farm bill,
which I have had printed and laid on
the table; instead, I offer it as an amend-
ment to the committee amendment. I
send the amendment to the desk, and
ask that it be stated. It is offered on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will be stated.

The CuIEF CLERK. In the committee
amendment it is proposed to add a new
title, as follows:

PLAN TO TERMINATE ALL ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS,
MARKETING QUOTAS, AND PRICE SUPPORIS
In order that the farmers of this country

may carry on their farming operations in

the tradition of the free enterprise system
unhampered by needless Federal controls,
the Secretary of Agrlmutuxe is hereby au-
thorized and directed to formulate and sub-
mit to the Congress, within one hundred
and twenty days after the date of enactment
of this Act, proposals for legislation the aim
and effect of which will be to (1) increase
the acreage allotments and marketing quotas
annu.any on all sgrlcmt.ural commodities
subject to such controls until such controls
have been removed entirely, and (2) reduce
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the levels of price support annually on all
‘agricultural commodities for which such
support is provided until such support has
been removed entirely. The period of time
within which all acreage allotments, mar-
keting quotas, and price support shall be
terminated under any proposals for legisla-
tion submitted by the Secretary to the Con-
gress shall not be more than six years nor
less than four years from the date of en-
actment of this Act.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If I may have the
attention of the Senate, I wish to say
that I have discussed this matter with
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Towerl,
the minority leader, and other members
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry on both sides, and I wish at
this time to propound a unanimous-con-
sent request; namely, that on the pend-
ing amendment 1'% hours be allowed, 45
minutes to a side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. Iyield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I listened atten-
tively to the reading of the amendment.
As the Senator knows, I asked for order
so we might hear the amendment read.
The amendment is different from the one
now at the desk. Isthat correct?

Mr. TOWER. It differs only in that
it is an amendment to the committee
amendment to the bill, and not a sub-
stitute.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the amend-
ment include ultimate elimination of
marketing orders on fruits and vege-
tables and milk, as well?

Mr. TOWER. It does, but it only
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to
propound a plan for the phasing out of
agricultural controls, subsidies, and so
forth. It is not in itself farm legisla-
tion; it is simply a directive to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to propose a plan,
which, of course, would be submitted to
the Congress.

Mr. HUMPHREY. But that plan
would also include elimination of mar-
keting orders, as I have mentioned, on
fruits and vegetables and milk products?

Mr, TOWER. It would include those,
yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does the Senator
from Texas plan to use all of his 45
minutes?

Mr. TOWER. I do not intend to use

all of the 45 minutes myself. I will prob-
ably use 20 minutes for my own presenta-
tion. I do not know how many of my
colleagues may desire to speak on the
amendment.
. Mr. DIRKSEN. I would like to ask
.the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. how
much time he expects to take.

Mr. ELLENDER. About 3 minutes.
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the Senator
from Massachusetts understood correct-
ly what the Senator from Texas said to
the Senator from Minnesota, this is
merely a proposal to ask the Secretary
of Agriculture to submit a plan to Con-
gress for the future. It does not say he
shall do certain things, but leaves it up
to the Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr, TOWER. In response to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, the amend-
ment simply directs the Secretary of
Agriculture to propose a plan for phas-
ing out all controls and subsidies. It
would not narrowly proseribe him or
limit him in any way. It would compel
him to report within 120 days from the
time of the enactment of the bill. It
also provides that the plan shall pre-
scribe phasing out in not less than 4
years or more than 6 years.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The amend-
ment is merely to have the Secretary
submit a plan within 120 days?

Mr. TOWER. Yes, to submit a plan
within 120 days to the Congress for its
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas has now consumed
three minutes. How much additional
time does he yield himself?

Mr. TOWER. I yield myself 20 min-
utes.

Mr, President, the frustrating thing
about the whole history of farm legisla-
tion is that the farm problem seems no
nearer to solution today than 10 or 20
years ago.

At the risk of oversimplification, let
me summarize my basic point of view as
follows: There is not anything wrong
with agriculture that a little less gov-
ernment would not cure. Too many
times Government has done something to
“help” farmers that created artificial
incentives for farmers to increase pro-
duction. Too many times Government
has supported prices at levels that
drastically limited the volume that could
be marketed at the fixed price. Too fre-
quently short run expedients have been
adopted without adequate attention to
the longrun consequences.

The greatest threat to freedom and
opportunity in agriculture comes from
those who assert that the way to help
farmers is to fix prices at high levels and
then institute strict production and
marketing controls to prevent the crea-
tion of surpluses. It is my conviction
that this is the wrong road for farmers.
This is the road to controlled poverty in
American agriculture—or nationaliza-
tion of the production of food and fiber.

Price support programs are a trap for
farmers. In the early years of a price
support program, its effect on farmers
appears to be wholly beneficiary. But
the price support program has a cumu-
lative impact on the marketing outlook,
Production increases, consumption de-
clines, surpluses accumulate.

When this point is reached, farmers
are “hooked.” If they do not accept
controls, the existing surpluses and the
artificially stimulated execessive produc-
tion capacity will have drastic effect
upon the price and market outlook for
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their products. If the farmer is reluc-
tant to accept controls, they are likely
to be forced upon him by one means
or another to reduce Government costs.

The farm problem can be described as
a vise, with declining farm prices con-
stituting one jaw and rising production
costs the other.

This comparison, however, fails to
recognize all the elements involved. Net
farm income may be defined as volume
times price minus costs. All three ele-
ments are equally important. A high
price that results in loss of export mar-
kets or a reduction in domestic markets
may reduce net farm incomes just as
effectively as a low price.

In recent years risings of costs has
been a primary factor in reducing net
farm incomes. = The following table sum-
marizes the drastic change which has
occurred in the relationship of farm
costs to income,

I ask unanimous consent to have the
table printed in the Recorp at this
point. It reveals that net farm income
is down $3.1 billion.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

[Billions of dollars)

Gross Produe- Net
farm tion costs
income income
104740 average. ... 33.7 17.9 156.8
__________________ 30. 6 26.9 12.7
Change, up (+),
down (=) _._.... +59 +9.0 =3.1

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, part of
the answer to the farm income problem
is to avoid national policies that result in
inereased costs.

Costs do not just happen. Increased
costs stem from a whole series of Govern-
ment policies and actions which convert
into prices and costs.

Inflation adds to costs. Government
spending is converted into costs and
prices. Taxes add to costs, not only di-
rectly, but, more important, in their
effect on prices. For example, most cor-
poration income taxes are not paid by
corporations. They are paid by people
who buy things sold by corporations,
Most Government expenditures are, in
the final analysis, paid by consumers of
goods and services. This hits farmers
doubly because not only do they buy the
same consumer items as other people,
but in addition, they buy goods and
services for production.

The purpose and intent of the farm
bills enacted over the years by the Con-
gress was, of course, to raise farm in-
comes. Unfortunately, this effort too
frequently overlooked basic economic
factors. The farm problem has been
compounded by efforts to solve an essen-
tially economic problem by political
panaceas. The farm problem has gotten
involved in the political arena, has be-
come a political issue. Votes are sought,
political capital is all too frequently
made, of the farm program. So im-
mersed in politics and politicians is the
farm problem—and vice versa—that ra-
tional solutions are too often virtually
ignored. ;
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We have created a patchwork of laws,
often temporary expedients adopted to
meet crises of varying degrees and kinds.
Our farm laws, because they too fre-
quently conflict with economic prin-
ciples, have become the progenitors and
perpetuators of our current farm prob-
lem. The farm programs have become a
part of the problem.

American agriculture has passed and is
passing through a period of vast and
rapid change. No longer are our farms
characterized by man-and-mule opera-
tion. As recently as 1940, 1 farm-
worker supplied 11 people with food
and fiber. In 1961, 1 farmworker
supplied the needs of 26 people. Pro-
ductivity per man-hour in the past
10 years has increased 80 percent in agri-
culture, compared with 25 percent in
industry. About twice as much capital
is invested per worker in agriculture as
in industry.

Technological change in agriculture
has not reached any end point. There
are some signs that the agricultural rev-
olution is even accelerating. Techno-
logical change is remaking American ag-
riculture at a pace unprecedented in
human history.

Farm programs are necessarily based
upon prices, practices, production, yields,
and marketing of the past. But the past
never fits the future. Farm programs
try vainly to prevent change. To the
extent they are able to delay change,
they create new problems. Controls
have bred many of the problems with
which farmers are now confronted.

One of the inescapable results of the
farm programs as they have operated is
that they have held an umbrella over the
world price, have encouraged expansion
of competitive production in other coun-
tries. Actually, this problem would
have been more crucial than it has been,
except for the political turmoil and un-
economic practices of governments in
other countries which has interfered
with their normal growth and produc-
tive development.

A second inescapable result of price
fixing is the development of substitutes.
Ask any informed cotton man what price
support programs for cotton at too high
levels have done to substitute synthetics
for cotton in Europe and in the United
States. Markets once lost are hard,
often impossible, to regain.

Controls cannot be imposed on one
crop without affecting others. Land
idled by a control program for one crop
is likely to be used to produce other
crops. Much of the land taken out of
cotton and wheat production, for exam-
ple, has been shifted to feed grains with
the result that there is currently a sur-
plus of feed grains,

The economist speaks of the inelas-
ticity of demand for farm products. By
this he means that consumption does
not change very much when price is
lowered. Therefore, a small excess of
production results in a major change in
price. This is most clearly illustrated
by the case of tobacco. Consumption of
tobacco appears to be virtually inde-
‘pendent of change in price. Therefore,
a small surplus of tobacco, in the ab-
sence of price supports, would result in
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a drastic reduction in the price of
tobacco.

But the same is not true of many other
products. Most of all, it is not true of
that huge livestock-feed-forage complex
that represents about 60 percent of U.S.
agriculture. Demand for these prod-
ucts—which go to market as eggs, milk,
and meat—is comparatively flexible.
Another way to say this is that con-
sumers will eat more meat at a low price
than they will at a high price.

Without going into a lot of economics,
this means simply that production con-
trols in the tobacco industry may oper-
ate to increase farmers’ incomes, but
that production controls in the feed-
livestock industry will not. I do not
know of any definitive research on this
point, but even assuming production con-
trols on feed and livestock are feasible—
and I do not assume this—I believe that
farm incomes from the production of
feed-livestock will be substantially re-
duced, not increased, by production con-
trols.

It should also be noted in this connec-
tion that even where the size of domestic
demand does not change much with a
change in price, export demand for the
same commodities is often extremely re-
sponsive to changes in price.

Acreage controls and price supports
cannot provide an adequate income for a
farm family with an acreage allotment
too small for efficient and modern farm-
ing practices. A farm family with inade-
quate land resources cannot hope to
increase its income from agriculture
materially unless it is able to enlarge its
operations so as to permit the adoption
of modern technology. The rigidities of
farm support and control programs are
an obstacle to such progress.

The efficient farmer, small, or large, is
penalized by controls. Costs for many
farm operations are about the same, even
if acreage is reduced. Controls there-
fore increase unit costs. Efficient
farmers, who could profitably produce
for export and domestic markets at a
particular price, are foreclosed from pro-
ducing for such markets if the price is
raised to a level resulting in the loss or
reduction of such markets.

During the emergency of the depres-
sion of the thirties, many measures were
taken to alleviate desperately critical sit-
uations, including price support and pro-
duction controls for a number of farm
commodities. I am not inclined to be
critical of everything that was done in
New Deal days although I have criticized
most things that were done in the New
Deal days. Desperate situations some-
times warrant desperate remedies. But
it does not follow that what may have
been desirable or at least warranted dur-
ing the dark days of the depression is
necessarily the desirable approach to the
problem under different circumstances.
In fact, I am sure it is not. Amazing as
it may appear, some of the congressional
debate of the farm problem still harks
back to the depression years. The argu-
ment is still made that if it was good
then, it is good now. It is even sug-
gested that all that keeps agriculture out
of the conditions that existed in 1930-
33 are the Government farm programs.
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This is ridiculous when it is recalled that
only some 22 percent of U.S. farm pro-
duction has been subject to production
control programs. Actually, the most
prosperous part of American agriculture
has been that part not involved with con-
trols and price supports.

Secretary of Agriculture Freeman has
popularized the term “supply manage-
ment.” This is just a new term to de-
scribe an old objective. A synonym
would be centralized control of agricul-
ture, or political management of agri-
culture.

Under this supply management con-
cept the Federal Government would, by
controlling the production and market-
ing of all farm commodities, fix the
amount of each product that each farmer
could prodce and sell.

Under this proposal, the Secretary of
Agriculture would replace the market
as the primary guiding force in Ameri-
can agriculture,

To continue down the road of controls
and high, artificial price supports is to
court disaster. We now have over $7
billion invested by the Department of
Agriculture Commodity Credit Cor-
poration in price support loans and in-
ventories. FEach day about $1,400,000
of taxpayers money is paid out for stor-
ing the commodities held by the Govern-
ment. And this is despite a massive
Federal program to dispose of surplus
commodities that cost billions more.

The choice confronting us is clear.
One is based on Government interven-
tion and control, the other on a farmer’s
freedom to farm; one on a Government
market, the other on a free market; one
on dependence on Federal appropriations
for farm income, the other on consumer
demand.

Perhaps the best expression of farmer
sentiment on this question was indicated
by a poll of its farmer readers by the
Farm Journal. In the June 1962 issue
was published a summary of replies to a
questionnaire to their readers—64,560
farmers sent in their views. The ques-
tions and results follow:

First. Compulsory Government quo-
tas—on what I could sell, or how
much land I could farm; stiff penalties,
support prices at, or above, present
levels—only 4 percent for.

Second. Expanded voluntary land-re-
tirement program to cut erop produe-
tion; no compulsory quotas or allot-
ments; with supports on crops at a level
to stabilize markets but not add to sur-
pluses—43 percent for.

Third. Get the Government clear
out—no controls, no price supports—53
percent for.

Mr. Charles B. Shuman, president of
the Nation’s largest farm organization,
the Farm Bureau Federation, said re-
cently:

I am convinced that Government interven-
tion in the agricultural price and produc-
tion declsions has materially reduced farm
income. Government payments and sub-
sidies have been only a partial offset to the
tremendous losses in price and income suf-
fered by the producers of wheat, feed grains,
cotton and other crops as a result of the
Government price depressing surplus dis-
posal operations and the displacement of
farm crops by substitute products * * *, We
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would have been much wiser if we had
devoted a small proportion of the manpower,
time and money spent during the last 15
years on futile attempts to control produc-
tion and rig markets, to a sustained effort
to improve the operation of the competitive
market.

The Farm Bureau Federation for many
vears has been the major opponent of
centralized management of agriculture.
That Farm Bureau's views represent the
views of most farmers is evidenced by
the fact that, although membership in
Farm Bureau is entirely voluntary, each
year for many years a larger percentage
of the Nation’s farmers are enrolled as
Farm Bureau members.

Many of those who have been most
prominent in promoting high levels of
price support for farmers are now de-
manding that restrictive production con-
trols be imposed.

Having gotten farmers in trouble by
unwise price policies that have resulted
in surplus production and heavy costs,
the high price support advocates refuse
to admit that this is the cause of the
trouble. They blame the farmer for his
opposition to production controls. The
1962 farm program of the administra-
tion was a punitive measure to punish
farmers for the surpluses created by
mistakes in Government policies.

Very few would seriously propose that
after decades of Government inter-
vention in agriculture, we should sud-
denly withdraw all Government assist-
ance to farmers. But I am convinced
that the goal toward which we should
strive should be to move as rapidly as
feasible in the direction of reducing the
scope of Government participation in
the pricing, production, and marketing
of farm products.

Mr. President, my amendment would
not of itself make alterations in the
existing farm program. It would merely
require the Secretary of Agriculture,
who, with his vast Department and
thousands of experts and technicians,
should have on tap the best possible in-
formation regarding agriculture, to sub-
mit to the Congress a plan for ending
Federal subsidies and controls. The
Congress, acting upon the Secretary’s
proposed plan, would still be the imple-
menting and final authority.

Committee meetings would be held, at
which there would be manifestations of
public reaction, and reactions from the
farm community in particular.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. 1yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Would 4 to 6
years be a sufficient time to make the
necessary adjustments that would
finally bring agriculture into a com-
pletely free economy?

Mr. TO . The period of 4 to 6
years is perhaps an arbitrary time, but
it is one that I have discussed with
farmers and representatives of farm or-
ganizations. They feel that that period
would probably be an appropriate period
of time for phasing out the program,

I am convinced that the U.S. Gov-
ernment can and should do more to open
doors to U.S. farm exports. Our State
Department should stand up for Ameri-
can farmers and bargain more effectively
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for their interests than they have in the
past. The potentials are tremendous.
This is a proper and important role for
Government.

The dynamic push of the free-enter-
prise way is stupendous. No other sys-
tem can provide comparable progress,
satisfaction, accomplishments.

It is my conviction that a free-enter-
prise farm economy will be more pros-
perous, will provide greater opportunities
for indiivduals, and will result in a
healthier and more satisfactory rural life
than a farm economy that is managed by
the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. President, the end that I see would
not be accomplished merely by the adop-
tion of the amendment. As I have said
before, and feel I should emphasize
again, the amendment would not change
any existing farm program. It would
merely direct the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to propound a plan which he would
submit to the Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 additional minutes.

The Secretary of Agriculture would
submit the plan to the Congress. The
Congress could decide whether or not the
plan was feasible. There would be
ample time for committee hearings, for
testimony, for measuring public reac-
tion, and obtaining the sentiment of the
farmers generally. So I urge the adop-
tion of my amendment to the farm bill.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. TOWER. I1yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The amendment
would not impose any time limit on the
Secretary in submitting a plan. Con-
gress could act or refrain from acting,
and there would be no time limit on the
Congress.

Mr. TOWER. There would be no time
limit. The Seecretary would be merely
directed to propound a plan which would
call for a phasing out in a period of not
less than 4 years and not more than 6.

Of course, Congress could, if it chose
to follow the broad outline of such a
plan, determine its own expedient times.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Did I correctly un-
derstand the Senator from Texas to indi-
cate Farm Bureau Federation approval
of the amendment, or did I misunder-
stand the Senator?

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator restate
his question?

Mr. PROXMIRE., Does the Farm Bu-
reau Federation approve the amendment
or disapprove it, or does it take no posi-
tion on the amendment?

Mr. TOWER. I cannot say that the
Farm Bureau has an official position on
the amendment. But I believe that the
proposal is consonant with Farm Bu-
reau Federation policy, and in my dis-
cussions with the representatives of the
Farm Bureau Federation—speaking, of
course, informally—they assure me that
it is consonant.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I asked that ques-
tion of the Senator because, as a mem-
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ber of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry I have heard representatives of
the Farm Bureau Federation testify a
number of times on a proposal, in which
they are interested, which would take
more land out of production and not put
more in. As I understand, their solution
calls for a substantial reduction of the
amount of land now in production,
which would seem to go exactly contrary
to the proposal of the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. TOWER. It is my impression
that the amendment is generally ac-
cepted. All the amendment provides is
a direction to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to propound a plan. We could take
the plan, analyze it, examine it, and go
over it. We would have adequate op-
portunity to obtain reaction from the
various farm organizations and farmers.
We would then know what the senti-
ment was. We would be able more ade-
quately to gage it, because we would
have something on which to hang our
hats.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The difficultly is
that virtually every other segment of
our society, and every other economic
group, has some kind of substantial
rigidity or support. Organized labor has
a minimum wage, which Congress has
provided. There is almost no chance of
that law being repealed. Businesses of
various kinds are subsidized. I wish
many of those laws could be repealed.
There is no chance of repealing them. If
we deprive the farmers of what little
support they now receive, with their al-
ready low income, we may do great
harm.

The Senator has called attention to
the magnificent job which the farmers
have done. The Senator from Texas has
indicated that farmers have increased
their efficiency three times as rapidly
as have those off the farm. Ameri-
can farmers are the marvel of the world.
Under those circumstances it seems to
me that even to suggest a plan—and I
recognize that the Senator’s proposal is
a moderate one; and he is not suggest-
ing that we should take action now—
along the lines proposed would be con-
trary to economic justice, because farm
income is already so low. I cannot
imagine the consequences of the Sena-
tor's proposal would be anything but to
drive the income of farmers even lower
than it is under present circumstances.

Mr. TOWER. There would be vir-
tually no econsequences of my proposal
so far as present existing farm programs
are concerned. All I am asking for is a
program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. TOWER. Has all of my time ex-
pired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twen-
ty-five minutes of the Senator’s time has
expired.

Mr., TOWER. Mr. President, how
much time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine-
teen minutes.

Mr. TOWER. I should like to address
myself to another point made by the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin.
There are subsidies in other areas of the
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economy. That is true. It is my hope
that we might apply the suggested ap-
proach to some of those areas one of
these days. My proposal is merely a be-
ginning., All I am asking for is a plan.
Let us see if there is anything new under
the sun. Let us not be afraid to try
something bold and imaginative. I am
not a New Frontiersman, but I believe
that we conservatives can come up with
something bold and imaginative from
time to time.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I wish to sup-
port the Senator’s proposal, but I should
like to assure myself on certain points.
To follow up what the Senator from
Wisconsin has said, there is no reason
for Congress to support in full any plan
proposed by the Secretary. The plan
could be modified so that some of the
subsidies could be maintained in in-
stances in which they would be helpful
to the farmer in the future. What the
Senator is trying to do is to propose a
comprehensive plan that would cover
all farm problems.

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is cor-
rect. The distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts is emphasizing that, after
all, what we are asking for is a plan. I
think everyone agrees that the farm
economy is in a3 mess. Present programs
are really not satisfactory. We wallow
in our own frustration every year when
we consider farm legislation. It must
end at some time. Let us have a plan
that would call for ending it. Let us
then look at the plan. After we have
studied the plan, if, in our estimation, it
would result in complete economic ruin
for the farmer, we could reject it. But
let us have a plan. Let us have some-
thing to proceed from.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. Apropos of what our
friend from Wisconsin has said, there
are subsidies in other phases of the econ-
omy. The network of subsidies is most
impressive when we look at them. But
the Senator from Texas is directing his
thought toward a network of subsidies
which has resulted in our acquiring ap-
proximately $9 billion worth of farm
products through the Commodity Credit
Corporation. In other words, we have
become the owner of this enormous sum,
and for that reason have undertaken
an expense of $500 million or more to
store and pay the interest on the money
involved in this enormous concentration
of farm products. Is that not so?

Mr. TOWER. That is correct.

Mr. BUSH. I point out that the sub-
sidies involved in the farm program are
different, because they have resulted in
the Treasury being involved to the ex-
tent of more than $9 billion at the pres-
ent time, I believe. The most recent fig-
ure I have seen was of that order. The
other subsidies have not resulted in any-
thing like the accumulation of assets of
dubious value that the farm program
has produced.

Mr. TOWER. That is correct. I
thank the Senator from Connecticut for
pointing that out. We might further
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note that very often a tax incentive is
called a subsidy. That is a far more
dynamic thing, which produces sources
of wealth, whereas the farm subsidies
take money out of the pocket of one
person and put it in the pocket of an-
other. That is not a dynamic force in
the economy. It is a static force.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Earlier I was im-
pressed by the argument made by the
Senator from Louisiana that something
had to be done which would contribute
to the adoption of a permanent plan to
eliminate the extravagant costs to which
we have been subjected through the
years. He argued that the way to do it
was to give the Secretary of Agriculture
power to reduce subsidies and thus com-
pel greater compliance. In my judg-
ment a new approach is needed to solve
this problem. When I say a new ap-
proach, I predicate it primarily on the
basis that the Ohio farmer, at least,
wants to be emancipated from Govern-
ment controls. He wants to have re-
stored to him the right to operate his
own farm. I subscribe to that idea.
That restoration cannot be made abrupt-
ly, There must be a normal transition.
I am convinced that we cannot solve this
problem by legislative fiat, regardless of
the wisdom we exercise, unless our dec-
larations are in some way in conformity
with natural laws.

Through the years we have tried to
control natural laws. They have re-
peatedly lifted their voices and said:
“Regardless of the might of the US.
Congress, these natural laws are
supreme, and you are not going to be
able to change them.”

That is what we face. I stated earlier
today that when a problem is pointed
up, we hasten to solve it. We solve that
particular problem, but in the solution
of it we create additional new problems.
I agree with the Senator from Louisiana
in his view that something new must be
done. I subscribe to the proposal of
the Senator from Texas that a plan
should be submitted, and that in the
evolution of that plan the Farmers
Union, the Farm Bureau Federation, the
Grange, economists, and others should be
consulted. A view can be taken of
the disappointments which have
occurred in the past 30 years, and an
analysis can be made of the huge costs,
and finally consideration should be given
to the pronouncement that we have made
each year that we have now found the
solution, although the same story is
told each year, and we have gotten no-
where, except to sink into more and more
difficulty.

I will support the Senator from Texas.
His proposal is in accord with what the
Senator from Louisiana says needs to be
done. There must be some new approach
to the problem.

Mr. TOWER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio for pointing
out that we are tampering with natural
laws when we invade the economy, and
do things to try to create an artificial
supply and an artificial demand. We
must not tamper too much with the
balance of nature. I remember that in
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my State at one time a bounty was put
on hawks, because hawks occasionally
would steal a chicken or two. Then the
cotton rats became so numerous thaft it
became necessary to take the bounty
off hawks so that the hawks could kill
the cotton rats. So I say we cannot
tamper too much with the natural laws
and expect to preserve a healthy
economy.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to point
out how the effort to solve a problem
in one place creates a new one, In Ohio,
the wheat which we produce is not in
excess. The fact is that there is a
scarcity of it. Yet under the proposed
law there would be the same application
with regard to wheat which is scarce and
wheat which is in surplus. Certificates
would be issued. A subsidy will go to the
growers of inferior wheat, on the same
basis that a subsidy goes to the pro-
ducers of superior wheat. The bill dem-
onstrates what happens when we try by
legislative declarations to deal with del-
icate situations.

Mr. TOWER. Ithank the Senator.

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr, Fresident, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. Iyield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I was glad to join
the able Senator from Texas as a co-
author of the amendment for the reason
that I think it is common horsesense
to request the Secretary of Agriculture
to study the idea of phasing out the
Government farm program over a period
of 4 to 6 years. I do not believe that
any Senator feels that farm programs
over the past 30 years have been suc-
cessful,

I do not believe any farmers feel
that they have been successful. Our
population is increasing, and the de-
mand for foodstuffs is increasing. It is
good, common horsesense for Congress
to ask the Secretary of Agriculture, who
has all the facts concerning this subject,
to come forth with a plan to phase out
the Government’s control of agriculture
over a period of 4 fo 6 years. I agree we
cannot phase it out in 1 year or 2 years,
It seems to me that both Congress and
the administration, whether it be a Dem-~
ocratic or a Republican administration,
should give a great deal of thought to
this subject. I know the farmers are
doing it. I call attention to the fact
that farm products that are at the mo-
ment not under controls are doing well.
One of the troubles at the moment is
that we have thrown the whole farm
economy completely out of gear. We
have helped here and hurt there. For
that reason I am happy to support the
amendment, and I am happy to be a co-
author of it, because I think we ought
to start giving some real attention to
phasing the program out over a period
of years in a way that will not hurt any-
one. It is time that Congress asked the
Secretary of Agriculture to give his best
effort to this end.

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator.
I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE].

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Texas had a discussion
with the Senator from Wisconsin about
the position of the Farm Bureau Fed-
eration. I believe I know what the sit-
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uation is, The Farm Bureau says that
28 million acres of land are in the con-
servation reserve. It suggests that the
conservation reserve be brought up fo 65
million acres.

It suggests that there be a period of
phaseout of from 5 to 6 years, in which
the farmer would gradually be liberated
from the controls to which he is now
subjected. But basically the Farm Bu-
reau wants emancipation for the farmer.
It wants a fair return to the farmer, and
it believes it could be achieved by having
the farmer voluntarily enter the conser-
vation reserve, where the acreage would
be brought up to 65 million or more, if
need be.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield for a question?

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I am curious as to why
the Senator chooses the Secretary of Ag-
riculture for this purpose. I should say
that the present Secretary of Agriculture
is unsympathetic to the kind of plan
which the Senator from Texas has in
mind, and probably would be unsym-
pathetic to the kind of plan I would have
in mind. Why would we not be better
off, if this be a serious proposal, to desig-
nate a commission to devise a plan far
more representative of the point of view
of the author of the amendment and
those who support him, rather than the
Secretary of Agriculture, who would be
completely hostile to it? That is what
puzzles me about the amendment. Is it
only a de marche to the Secretary of
Agriculture, when we know he is com-
pletely hostile to such a plan and would
be most unsympathetic to it?

I believe the Republican Party ought
to propose a program of its own, and
not merely ask the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to draft one for us. For the Repub-
lican Party to submit its own plan would
be fruitful and useful for the Nation.
This is what concerns me about the Sen-
ator's amendment.

Mr. TOWER. 1 believe the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is more competent
by reason of experience, personnel, and
resources, to undertake this work. I
should like to think that even though
the Secretary of Agriculture might not
be sympathetic to my proposal—indeed,
I doubt whether he would ever be sym-
pathetic to anything I might propose—
nonetheless, he would be sufficiently
diligent and consecious of his responsi-
bilities to pursue the study with vigor.

Mr. JAVITS. Even if this proposal
should fail, the Senator has put his
finger on one thing which troubles me.
The Committee on Economic Develop-
ment is studying the question now, with
a view to developing a program. Such
a program involves other considerations,
including the mobility of labor, not
merely land reserves; it involves the
training- of workers off the farm and
their relocation. This is a really big
project. I hope our party will address
itself to it. I should like to work with
the Senator from Texas, the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Capenartl, and
others, in drafting an alternate plan
which would stand on its merits, and as
to which, when we cast a vote, it would
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not be as if we were casting it in a
vacuum.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I
understand, the amendment would add a
new title to provide for a direction to
the Secretary of Agriculture to submit
to Congress proposals for legislation,
first, to increase acreage allotments and
marketing quotas annually until they
are removed entirely; and second, to re-
duce price supports annually until they
are removed entirely.

The Secretary would be required to
submit such a proposal within 120 days
after the enactment of the bill; and
controls and supports would have to be
completely removed not more than 6
years, nor less than 4 years after the
enactment of the bill.

I have been a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry for
26 years. I find that the farmers of the
Nation do not ask for quotas. They
would not seek to have price supports,
if only other segments of our economic
society were similarly treated.

The distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin made a significant point when he
said that the costs of the farmers have
been increased because of the minimum
wage law. Then, too, there is the old
‘Wagner Act, which is still on the statute
books, but is now known as the Taft-
Hartley Act. Around the bargaining
table the workers and employers have
agreed upon wages which have caused
an increase in the prices of things which
farmers need.

The proposal of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas would not only abolish
some programs that may have cost much
money and some programs that may
have been bad, but would also eliminate
all programs, even marketing agree-
ments, such as those which affect Flor-
ida and California, and many of the pro-
visions for the marketing of milk and
other products.

We may criticize all these programs
as much as we will; yet they have been
instrumental in enabling the farmers to
produce much more on fewer acres than
was frue in the past. When I first came
to Congress, in 1937, 42 million acres
of land were required to produce the
amount of cotton which is now produced
on about 16 million acres. The same
is true of many other commodities.

In the long run, although many pro-
grams have been costly to the Govern-
ment, still they have been beneficial, in
that many uneducated farmers, because
of the incentive which was offered to
them, have been able to produce much
more on a given acreage.

In our own country, land resources are
very limited. AsIrecall, there are about
half a billion acres of land on which we
can really depend. Our population is
increasing at the rate of more than 3
million a year, and there is a loss of
about 2 million acres of our best land
each year. It does not require a smart
person to calculate that with an increase
in population and a decrease in land re-
sources, the time will soon come when
it will be necessary to increase produc-
tion on the limited acres which will re-
main.

These programs have been instru-
mental in getting farmers—not only
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farmers who are college graduates, but
many farmers who do not even know
how to read or write—to produce meore
and more on their land. I think the
programs, as a whole, have been good.

It is also my belief that if the pro-
grams had been managed from their in-
ception in accordance with the will of
Congress, the cost would not have been
so great. When a good program is in
the hands of farmers, it is difficult to
wean them away from it. A classic ex-
ample is one I have been discussing yes-
terday and today with respect to corn
and other feed grains, as well as wheat.
The program for milk and the products
of milk is another classic program un-
der which large amounts have been pro-
duced, much more than were needed.

It strikes me that it will cost quite a
few dollars to make the study that is
proposed by the Senator from Texas:
and I doubt that it will be of benefit to
Congress.

For that reason, Mr. President, I hope
the Senate will reject this amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield very
briefly to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNc
of Missouri in the chair.) Does the Sen-
ator from Louisiana yield fo the Senator
from Minnesota?

Mr. ELLENDER. Iyield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator
from Louisiana recall that about 2 or
3 years ago the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry had a study
made by some of the land-grant colleges
in regard to the economic impact of such
an amendment?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Such an amend-
ment would be disastrous to the economy.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I was
about to ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorp ex-
cerpts from that study, which the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry had
made in 1959. I have a copy of it in my
office. The study indicates the severe
losses which would be suffered by the
farmers of the country under such an
amendment and the violence which the
amendment would do to our economy.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorp ex-
cerpts from that report—which, as the
Senator from Minnesota has said, was
made by a committee of land-grant col-
lege economists, in conjunction with the
Department of Agriculture, under Mr.
Benson.,

There being no objection, the excerpts
from the report were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:
REePORT FrROM THE U.S, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-

CULTURE, AND A STATEMENT FROM THE LAND

GrANT CoLLEGES IRM-1 Apvisory ComMmMIT-

TEE ON Farm PrICE AND INcoME PROJEC-

TIONS 1960-656, UNDER CONDITIONS APPROXI-

MATING FREE PRODUCTION AND MARKETING

OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

(86th Cong., 2d sess., 8. Doc. No. 77)
FOREWORD

This report shows that farm prices would
fall substantially and production would
continue to increase by about 2 percent per
year if all acreage controls (exeept tobacco)
were removed and price supports were at
levels which would permit an orderly reduc-
tion of currently excessive stocks of storable
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agricultural commodities over a 7- to 10-
year period.

Increased marketings would result in aver-
age farm prices of about 90 cents per bushel
for wheat; 80 cents a bushel for corn, with
other feed grain prices in proportion; $3 per
hundredweight for rice; 25 cents a pound for
cotton; $15 per 100 pounds for beef cattle;
$11.20 per 100 pounds for hogs; $3.60 per 100
pounds for milk at wholesale; 29 cents a
dozen for eggs; and 15 cents a pound for
broilers. Production and prices are shown
in tables 6 and 7 of the Department’s report.

As estimated by the Advisory Committee
realized net farm income would drop to §7
billlon by 1965, about 46 percent below the
1958 level.

L] - . L] L]

U.S, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—FPROJEC-
TIONS OF PRODUCTION AND PRICES OF FARM
PRODUCTS FOR 1960-85 ACCORDING TO
SPECIFIED ASSUMPTIONS

Summary

Projections of probable market supplies
and prices for the major farm commodities
for the period 1960-65 presented here have
been prepared at the request of Senator
ArLeEN J. ELLENDER, chairman of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
Senator ELLENDER'S request specified that
the projections should be made under as-
sumptions that all production controls ex-
cept those on tobacco were removed and
price supports were maintained at levels
which would permit an orderly reduction
over a T- to 10-year period in the currently
excessive stocks of storable farm commodi-
ties.

Under these assumed conditions, total
farm output would increase to 137 percent
of the 1947-49 average by 1965. This would
be 20 percent higher than the 1955-57 aver-
age of 114 percent. Compared to current
indications for 1959, the projected increase
would be around 10 percent. The increase
above 1856-57 In output of livestock would
be 25 percent and that for crops would be
16 percent. The greater increase in live-
stock output would result from favorable
livestock-feed price ratios. Livestock out-
put at the projected level would reduce feed
grain stocks by 7 million tons per year and
require the use of substantial quantities of
wheat for feed.

The projected population figure for 1965
is 185.7 million, an increase of 18 percent
from 1956-57. Per capita disposable income
at $2,120 in 1965 is 22 percent above 18556-67.

Projected cash receipts from farm market-
ings at $30.6 billion would be 2 percent
higher than the 19556-57 average. Cash re-
ceipts from livestock and products at $17.7
billion would be 7 percent higher, and those
from crops at $12.9 billion would be 4 per-
cent lower.

Although the projected cash receipts figure
is a little higher than the 1966-57 figure, 1t
is 8 percent lower than the $33.6 billion figure
for 19568. In that year, a number of unusual
factors contributed to an increase in cash
receipts.

The projected index of prices received by
farmers would be 193 for 1965, 17 percent be-
low the 1965657 average.

At 184, prices received for crops would be
down a little more than the total index,
and prices recelved for livestock and prod-
ucts at 200 would be down somewhat less
than the total.

The projected increase in farm output
would imply a per capita food consumption
index of about 108 (1947-49=100) for 1965,
about 5 percent higher than in 1855-57. Per
capita consumption of food livestock prod-
ucts would be 8 percent higher with meat,
including poultry meat, accounting for all
of the increase. Per capita food use of crops
would be practically the same as the 1955-57
average.
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These projections are indications of the
probable situation under the assumptions
specified by Senator ELLENDER. Neither the
analysis nor the leading assumptions should
be regarded as forecasts or as an endorsement
or an analysis of any proposed farm pro-
gram.

L] * ® * -
Agricultural assumptions and approaches
Acreages and Programs

As specified in the original request, the
projections assume the elimination of acre-
age and production controls for all major
commodities except tobacco. In general,
price support is assumed at levels which
would permit an orderly liquidation of cur-
rent excessive stocks over a T7- to 10-year
period. The assumptions for wheat and cot-
ton were modified by an additional assump-
tion that the orderly liquidation of stocks
could be handled through special programs,
such as Public Law 480. However, Public
Law 480 would by no means be limited to
stock liquidation. Thus, the price support
level assumed is one that would avoid further
accumulation of stocks. In addition, pro-
grams such as section 32, speclal milk, school
lunch, Sugar Act, Wool Act, marketing agree-
ments and orders are assumed to continue
in effect without significant change.

Certain actions with respect to price sup-
ports and/or acreage allotments in 1960,
which conflict with the assumptions for
these projections, are disregarded. This in-
cludes the marketing quotas for wheat, cot-
ton, rice, peanuts, and tobacco which have
already been approved by growers and the
minimum price support already announced
for wheat.

A conservation reserve program of 30 mil-
lion acres is assumed, an increase of 8 mil-
lion acres over 1958. This assumption im-
plies appropriations and authorizations at
about current levels and some reduction in
payment per acre assoclated with the lower
prices of farm products. Estimates of nor-
mal use of the land in conservation reserve
in 1959 were used in projection of the ef-
fects of the expansion in the program during
the 1960-65 perlod. Feed grains, wheat, hay,
cropland pasture, crop fallure, and fallow
represented the major normal use of crop-
land reserve acreages in 1959.

The total acreage of cropland and pasture
was assumed to remain at the 1859 level
during the 1960-85 period. It was assumed
that in the first year the elimination of
allotments on wheat and cotton, together
with the increased soill bank, would result
in reduced fallow and idle acreages. Con-
sequently, the total land used for crops and
the soil bank would increase.

After the first year, however, the lower
price level would encourage reductions in
harvested cropland. While the acreage ad-
justments to the lower price levels would
not be completed by 1065, some increase in
idle and fallow would be expected. Because
of the problems inherent in resource ad-
justment and the difficulties of ghifting jand
use in a relatively short period, the decrease
in harvested cropland was projected at about
1 million acres per year, This general acre-
age framework ls indicated in table 2.

Projection of individual crop acreages
were made by means of a serles of approxi-
mations, Factors considered included sus-
pension of allotments on wheat and zotton
and conservation reserve expansion, prospec-
tive price-cost relations, the livestock-feed
balance, and recent trends. The evaluation
of these factors necessarily involved large
elements of judgment.

Yields

Yield projections for the period 1860-65,
developed in cooperation with ARS natural
ecientists, were used as a general framework
for the yield estimates of major crops. The
yleld projections include the increases that
agricultural research sclentists expect to re-
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sult from further application of known im-
provements. The original yleld projections
were made in the general context of current
acreages and price-cost relations! It was
felt, however, that in a perlod of only 5
years, effects of lower price-cost relationships
on yields would be minor because of the con-
tinued profitability from the standpoint of
the individual farmer of marginal increases
in the use of fertilizer, improved varieties,
and other yield-increasing technigues that
are presently avallable. Acreage shifts are
likely to be of particular significance to
ylelds of cotton and graln sorghums.

Trends In yleld per acre of feed gralns, as
indicated by the projections, were expected
to continue to increase in the years 1060-65.
But the annual rates of increase in the next
5 years would be less than in the years since
1940. Further, the yields of corn and grain
sorghum in 19568 and 1959 were apparently
significantly above the indicated trends be-
cause of favorable weather.

Yield increases in corn will reflect to a
large extent the increases in fertilizer and
associated practices. Corn yields in 1065
would be slightly below the record ylelds in-
dicated for 1958 and 1859. Ylelds of sorghum
grain are expected to increase chiefly as the
result of additional plantings of Improved
hybrid varieties. However, the projected
rate of increase in grain sorghums is con-
siderably less than in recent years.

Trends in hay ylelds are expected to in-
crease gradually during the 1960-85 period
with improvements in production practices
and types of hay. Hay production by 1065
might be at approximately the record level
achieved in 19568, Despite wide fluctuations,
the long-term trend in the total feed con-
sumed from pasture has been upward as pas-
tures have been improved. This trend 1s ex-
pected to continue. Total feed units avail-
able from pasture by 1866 may be about 5
percent above the 1957-58 feeding year.

Wheat and cotton ylelds were projected to
increase gradually during the perlod at about
the same rate as the long-term upward trend
in yields for these crops.

Average or normal weather must be as-
sumed in projections of this nature, since
there is no prior basis for any other assump-
tion. In effect, weather is held constant
throughout the projection period, with any
above average years approximately balanced
by below average years. A run of several
years, either above or below average, during
the projection period could result in substan-
tially different results.

Similarly, the projections for hogs are pri-
marily in terms of trend values, rather than
projections of a cyclical pattern. For given
years in the period, cyclical influences might
well result in hog production either higher
or lower than the trend value for that year.
Attempting to project cyclical as well as
trend values for specific years would imply
a much higher degree of precision in the
avallable methods than actually exists.
Furthermore, the emphasis here is on the
relative situation during the projection
period, rather than on either the situation
in a given year or the change from one year
to the next.

- - - - -
General results

Under the assumed conditions total farm
output would increase to 137 percent of the
1947-49 average by 19656. This would be 20
percent higher than the 1855-57 average of
114 percent. Compared to current indica-
tions for 1959, the projected increase would
be around 10 percent. The increase above

1 A detailed discussion of these projections
is contained in a report, “Wheat, Feed, and
Livestock Production Projections” by R. P.
Christensen, S. E. Johnson, and R. V. Bow-
man, FERD, ARS which is in process of
publication,
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1955-57 in output of livestock would be 25
percent, and that for crops would be 16
percent. The greater increase in livestock
output would result from Ifavorable live-
stock-feed price ratios. Livestock output at
the projected level would reduce feed grain
stocks by 7 million tons per year and re-
quire the use of substantial quantities of
wheat for feed.

As indicated earlier, the projected popu-
lation figure for 1965 is 195.7 million, an
increase of 16 percent from 19556-57. Per
capita disposable income at $2,120 in 1965 is
22 percent above 1955-57.

Projected cash receipts from farm mar-
ketings at $30.6 billion would be 2 percent
higher than the 1955-57 average. Cash re-
ceipts from livestock and products at $17.7
billion would be 7 percent higher and those
from crops at $12.9 billion would be 4 per-
cent lower.

Although the projected cash receipts fig-
ure is a little higher than the 19556-57 figure,
it is ® percent lower than the $33.6 billlon
figure for 1958. In that year, a number of
unusual factors contributed to an increase
in cash receipts.

The projected index of prices received by
farmers would be 193 for 1965, 17 percent be-
low the 1955-57 average.

At 184, prices received for crops would be
down & little more than the total index, and
prices received for livestock and products at
200 would be down somewhat less than the
total.

The projected increase in farm output
would imply a per capita food consumption
index of about 108 (1947-49=100) for 1965,
about 5 percent higher than in 1955-57. Per
capita consumption of food livestock prod-
ucts would be 8 percent higher with meat,
including poultry meat, accounting for all
of the increase. Per capita food use of crops
would be practically the same as the 1955-
57 average.

- * » * L]

STATEMENT BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE *

The report prepared by the staff of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture is a thorough
and comprehensive analysis of the important
question raised by Senator ELrLENDER. In
view of the uncertainty of the future it is
not possible to make projections of the re-
quested kind with a high degree of precision.
Further, the projected price and income
levels are so far outside the range of recent
experience that it is difficult to predict how
farmers might react to these difficult condi-
tions. In spite of these difficulties it is
evident that care has been exercised in bring-
ing together all available information in
working out the numerous details.

Members of the committee, however, have
certain reservations about the estimates and
implied relationships projected through 1965.
The generally high level of exports, especially
of wheat and cotton, will be difficult to
achleve, even with considerable use of Pub-
lic Law 480 funds. The expected domestic
consumption of cotton appears high and pro-
duction somewhat low at the 1965 farm price.
The projected volume of hogs might well de-
press farm prices by more than the indicated
amount. For these reasons, among others,
the committee believes that the average level
of farm prices in the Department report is
somewhat higher than is consistent with the
projected volume of total farm marketings
in 1965.

But if the prices and quantities esti-
mated by the Department technicians should
obtain under the conditions specified, cash
income from farm marketings in the period
1960-65 would be expected to total about
the same as in 18556-57 or $30.6 billion a

2 Professors Halvorson, Wisconsin, chair-
man; George Brandow, Pennsylvania; Wil-
lard Cochrane, Minnesota; Maurice Kelso,
Arizona; James Plaxico, Oklahoma; and John
Schnittker, Kansas.
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year. This level of cash receipts from farm
marketings would be maintained in spite of
a sharp drop in market prices because of
continued annual increases in farm produc-
tion of about 2 percent a year.

Farms in 19656 would be producing about
20 percent more products than in 1955-57.
The effect of lower farm prices on output is
expected to be minor because of the con-
tinued profitability for the individual farm-
er of marginal increases In presently availa-
ble output increasing techniques. ‘

Under these conditions the larger mar-
ketings would result in U.S. average farm
prices of about B0 cents a bushel for corn
with other feed grain prices in proportion,
90 cents a bushel for wheat, $3 per 100
pounds for rice, 256 cents a pound for cot-
ton, $156 per 100 pounds for beef cattle ($22
per hundred for choice, grain-fattened steers
in Chicago), $11.20 per 100 pounds for hogs,
$3.60 per 100 pounds for milk at wholesale,
29 cents a dozen for eggs and 15 cents a
pound for broilers.

Under the Department of Agriculture’s
projections carryover stocks would be re-
duced as follows: Feed grains, from 80 mil-
lion tons in 1959 to 38 million in 1965; wheat,
from 1.4 billion bushels to 0.4 billion; and
cotton from 8.9 million to 7.2 million bales.

The bulk of these carryover stocks would
continue to be in Government ownership and
storage.

Net income

Since the Department of Agriculture was
not asked to estimate effects on net farm in-
come, the Committee undertook this anal-
ysis. Production expenses would be expected
to be higher in 1965 than in 19556-57 because
(a) the report assumes further increases in
fertilization and other means of increas-
ing output, and (b) the parity index in 1855—
57, at 280, was lower than the level assumed
for the report, 300. Production expenses in
1959 already were $3.4 billion higher than in
1955-67, and are expected to continue to
increase about 1 percent a year even though
nonfarm prices stabilize at present levels,
Although the larger volume of marketings
would maintain cash receipts at the 1955-57
level in spite of lower prices, realized net
farm income would drop from $11.5 billion in
the earlier period to about $7 billion in 1965
because of higher production expenses, This
is a reduction of almost 40 percent.

The reduction in realized net income
would be borne largely by the 2.1 million
farms which market 90 percent of all farm
products. The number of these farms held
constant at 2.1 milllon between 1944 and
1954; hence, only a small reduction in num-
bers is expected in the 1960-65 period. Also,
the off-farm income of familles on these
farms increased at a rate of only $60 per
family per year in 1952-56. Therefore, 1lit-
tle hope can be held out that increases in
off-farm income would be an important off-
set to declining farm income for these fam-
ilies in the 1960-65 period,

The expected net farm income of 7 bil-
lion in the 196065 period is based on a con-
tinuation of the sugar and wool programs
making direct payments to farmers of $120
to $130 million a year, agricultural conserva-
tion program payments of #225 million a
year, and conservation reserve program pay-
ments of $300 to $325 million,

In addition, in these projections, cash re-
ceipts from farm marketings are supported
by surplus removal purchases under section
82, marketing agreement programs, and a
continuation of Public Law 480 exports at
about present dollar levels,

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, let me
ask the Senator from Louisiana when
the study was made.

Mr. ELLENDER. In 1959.

Mr. TOWER. In other words, it was
made 3 years ago.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.
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Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota stated that the
effect of the amendment would be disas-
trous. In response let me again empha-
size that the amendment would not
change any existing farm program. We
would merely call on the Department of
Agriculture to present us with a plan.
Then, at our option, we could either ac-
cept it or reject it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I should like to
say that the Secretary of Agriculture al-
ready is working on, and has presented,
programs which he believes, according
to his best judgment and according to
the best judgment of those in his De-
xtza.rtment, would be best for the coun-

Iy.

The Senator from Texas votes against
such programs, and wants the Secretary
of Agriculture to present another pro-
gram, one which has as its objective
freeing the farmers from controls and
raising the farmers’ income. I cannot
imagine that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, whose program has already been re-
jected by the author of this amendment,
would be able to present a program
which would be much more acceptable to
the author of the amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am
willing to yield back the remainder of
the time under my control, if the Senator
from Texas will do likewise.

Mr. TOWER. I am prepared to do
the same, except that I wish to say, first,
that it occurs to me that the Secretary
of Agriculture might become more en-
lightened after making such a study,
and might be able to come forward with
a beneficial program. 3

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Secretary of
Agriculture is already a very enlight-
ened man, indeed.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of the time
under my control.

Mr. TOWER. I am ready to do the
same, Mr. President.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President——

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator from Minnesota that
when we oppose the Department of
Agriculture on a program, I believe we
do so as a result of a composite of the
knowledge which has been gained by
various Members of the Senate on our
side, living in all sections of the country;
and I do not believe that can be easily
fended off.

I often think of the story about a man
who went to the Corcoran Art Gallery,
in the city of Washington, and, while
looking at a painting there, began to
make a great many adverse comments.

A man came up to him, and asked,
“Are you an artist?"”

The man who had been making the
adverse comments replied, “No.”

The other man asked, “Then why do
you make all these criticisms and cap-
tious remarks about that painting, if
you aren’t an artist?”

The man who had been making the
comments looked at the other man and
said, “Well, I don't know who you are.”

The reply was, “I am the artist who .
painted that picture.” = i
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The other man said, “Then let me tell
you, in justification, that I ain’t no
chicken, but I know when an egg is rot-
ten.”

So, Mr. President, we do not have to
be Secretaries of Agriculture in order
to know when a program is bad. On the
basis of that logic and discernment, of
course we deliver our judgments accord-
in%g' HUMPHREY., Mr. President, the
Senator’s story is a better art story than
an agricultural story.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of the time
under my control.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of the time under my
control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Horranp in the chair), All remaining
time has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Texas
to the committee amendment. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered; and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH-
Ers], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Brerel, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrol, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CaavVEZ], the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Eastranp], the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLel, the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HaypEw], the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarrHY], the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NeuvBerGer], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTore], the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoperTsoN], and the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] are ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. CArrROLLI,
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH],
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN-
mvel, the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Symmweron], and the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. HICKEY] are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mex-
jco [Mr. Anperson], the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Brerel, the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. CarrorrL]l, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Caavezl, the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK],
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
Lawpl, the Senator from California [Mr.
EncrLE], the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GrUENING], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Hickey], the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. McCarTHY], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypENn], the Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NevserGeEr], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel, the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH-
Ers], and the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymnceToN] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Arrorr],
the Senators from Delaware [Mr. BoGGs
and Mr, Wirriamsl, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Burierl, the Senator
from California [Mr. KucaeL]l, the Sen-
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ator from Kentucky [Mr, MorTON], the
Senators from New Hampshire [Mr.
CorTon and Mr. MurpHEY], and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scort] are
necessarily absent. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from California [Mr.
KucaerL] and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scorr] would each vofe
“nay."

On this vote the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Arrorr] is paired with the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Colorado would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from New Hampshire
would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Dela~-
ware [Mr. Boges] is paired with the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MorTON].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Delaware would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Kentucky would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WiLriams] is paired with the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
MureaY]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Delaware would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from New
Hampshire would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 17,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 212 Leg.]
YEAS—17
Beall Fong Saltonstall
Bennett Goldwater Smith, Maine
Bush Hruska Thurmond
Capehart Jordan, Idaho Tower
Dirksen Lausche Wiley
Dodd Pearson
NAYS—56
Alken Holland Monroney
Bartlett Humphrey Morse
Bottum Jackson Moss
Burdick Javits Mundt
Byrd, W. Va. Johnston Muskie
Cannon Jordan,N.C. Pell
Carlson Keating Prouty
Case Kefauver Proxmire
Cooper Kerr Randolph
Curtis Long, Mo, Smith, Mass.
Douglas Long, Hawail Sparkman
Ellender Long, La. Stennis
Ervin Magnuson Talmadge
Fulbright Mansfield Williams, N.J.
Gore MeClellan Yarborough
Hart McGee Young, N. Dak.
Hartke McNamara Young, Ohlo
Hickenlooper Metealf
Hil Miller
NOT VOTING—28
Allott Cotton Neuberger
Anderson Eastland Pastore
Bible Engle Robertson
Boggs Gruening Russell
Butler Hayden Heott
Byrd, Va. Hickey Smathers
Carroll EKuchel Symington
Chavez McCarthy Williams, Del.
Church Morton
Clark Murphy

So Mr. Tower’s amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to further
amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
since a number of our colleagues are still
with us this evening, I want to ask, first,
unanimous consent that, at the con-
clusion of the morning hour tomorrow,
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the Senate vote on final passage of the
farm bill; and if that request is granted,
I will ask for the yeas and nays on
passage.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota.
President,
object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question would be first, on the third
reading.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wanted to
make the unanimous-consent request
that, after the third reading, which we
hope to arrive at tonight, after the
morning hour tomorrow there be a vote
on passage of the farm bill.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, reserving the right to object,
how much time will there be after the
morning hour for any statement a Sena-
tor may wish to make?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Parliamentarian advises the Chair that
there would have to be a quorum call if
an hour were fixed for voting on passage.

Are there further amendments to be
offered?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk, which I ask
to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments offered by the Senator from
Eentucky to the committee amendment
will be stated.

The CrierF CLERK. In the committee
amendment it is proposed:

On page 89, line 16, after “area” in-
sert “and".

On page 89, beginning with line 17,
strike out all down through line 22,

On page 89, line 23, strike out “(5)"
and insert in lieu thereof “(4) .

On page 89, line 25, immediately after
the word “claimed” insert “or for which
marketing quotas have been disapproved
by producers”.

Page 90, line 1, strike out “(6) " and in-
sert in lieu thereof “(5)".

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the
amendment I offer is quite simple. The
effect of the amendments would be to
maintain in the 1958 act the support
price, at 50 percent of parity for wheat
the event that, upon a referendum, the
wheat growers should reject marketing
quotas.

My purpose in offering the amend-
ments is substantially that which was
deseribed when earlier today the change
in the support price for corn was
adopted.

Under the 1958 act, if growers of wheat
reject quotas, a 50 percent support price
is still afforded growers. The purpose
of providing 50 percent support, in such
a case is I am sure to assure an orderly
marketing of wheat, and prevent ex-
tremely low prices and chaotic economic
conditions, until. some other program is
devised or adjustments occur.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. COOPER. May I complete my
explanation, and then I will be glad to
yield to my good friend.

Under the bill before the Senate, if
growers should reject compulsory mar-
keting quotas, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture could fix support prices from 0
to 50 percent. This raises substantially

Mr.
reserving the right +to
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the same question as I raised regarding

_-the change in support prices for corn.
In the event the compulsory wheat

program offered by the administration

should be rejected, farmers would get -

only 0 to 50 percent support price for
their wheat. I contend that that would
create a very disorderly marketing situ-
ation and be very bad for the farmers
in a period of adjustment.

I make the point that that provision
would give the farmers no real choice or
alternative except to accept compulsory
controls for wheat.

I do not want to appear to be incon-
sistent. I have voted for compulsory
controls, in the sense that the farmers
have approved them by referendum, for
tobacco, cotton, rice, peanuts, and
wheat. I have not voted for compulsory
controls on feed grains because feed
grains and the above crops differ. The
crops I have named go on the market;
feed grains are inherent to the use of his
farm by the farmer.

I voted for the administration’'s pro-
posal on wheat in the committee and in
the Senate. But, the wheat farmer
should have free opportunity to decide
whether he wishes to have controls or
not. Under the proposal which the ad-
ministration sent to Congress, which is
before us, the farmer would not have a
fair choice. For he has no choice ex-
cept a program supported by 0 to 50
percent supports. If he does not take
the administration program he will have
no program.

When we voted today to give to the
Secretary of Agriculture the power to
fix support prices at from 0 to 90 per-
cent of parity for corn, and then denied
him the power to add to the Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks, we voted out
a corn program. I am more certain than
wnen I spoke earlier,

I say we ought to give the farmer a
fair deal and a choice with respect to
wheat.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Kentucky yield to the
Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Under
the amendment, if the farmers voted
“no” in a referendum would they get 50
percent of parity price supports?

Mr. COOPER. The law today pro-
vides 50 percent for wheat, nothing for
tobacco, 50 percent for peanuts, 50 per-
cent for rice, and 50 percent for cotton.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. For
the Recorp, What would the amend-
ment the Senator has offered provide?

Mr. COOPER. It would maintain 50
percent of parity price supports for
wheat, as is provided today, if farmers
reject compulsory controls.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Under
the present law the farmer would have
to abide by acreage allotments to get
50-percent supports. Does the Senator’s
amendment so provide?

Mr. COOPER. Yes; it would retain
the present law.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Kentucky yield to the
Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand the
amendment, 50 percent of parity would
be paid to those who would comply with
their allotments?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
shall be glad to take the amendment to
conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments to the committee amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Kentucky.

The amendments to the committee
amendment were agreed to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ecall
up my amendment identified as “8-17-
62—J."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 94, be-
tween lines 17 and 18, it is proposed to
insert the following new section:

Bec. 405. SBection 407 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add-
lng at the end thereof a new sentence as
follows: *“Notwithstanding the foregoing,
whenever the Secretary determines it neces-
Bary in order to assure the Nation an ade-
quate supply of milk free of contamination
by radioactive fallout, he may make feed
owned or controlled by the Commodity Credit
Corporation available to producers of milk
in any area or areas of the United States at
such prices and on such terms and conditions
as he deems appropriate in the public
interest.”

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
wish to add the name of the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] as a
cosponsor of the amendment.
GOVERNMENT SHOULD PAY COST OF TUSING

STORED FEED TO PROTECT AGAINST FALLOUT

Mr. President, I have offered an
amendment which would authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to absorb at
least part of the extra cost of protecting
milk against contamination by radio-
active fallout, where this is a problem.
I strongly hope that my amendment,
which would extend the present livestock
feed program for disaster areas to areas
where pasture is contaminated by fall-
out, will be accepted and will be made
part of the pending bill.

I recognize that hearings have not
been conducted on this subject. How-
ever, it is of such urgency that I believe
in this case we must act at once. Start-
ing August 23—this Thursday—cows
producing milk for sale in fluid markets
in Minnesota will be fed stored feed. By
this technique any risk of milk being
contaminated by fallout is eliminated.
The radioactive iodine 131, which is the
source of the high radiation levels in
Minnesota and elsewhere, has a rela-
tively short half-life—so taking cows off
pasture and putting them on feed that
has been stored 30 days or more is an
effective and feasible countermeasure.

But it is absolutely clear to this Sena-
tor that the extra cost of this counter-
measure should not be borne by the in-
dividual farmers involved, or by the
consumers of milk in the areas where
iodine 131 contamination is or becomes a
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problem, By the simple step of extend-
ing the livestock feed program to'cover
the “disaster” of pastures contaminated
by fallout, it will be possible for this cos
to be fairly shared, -

What is more, I can think of no better
use for the Government-owned stocks
of feed grains, which critics of farm pro-
grams consider so excessive. As a mat-
ter of fact, feed grain stocks are now
down to a little more than a 5 months’
supply. Already one entire State is going
to divert cows from pasture to stored
feed. In the light of the large expendi-
tures that have been made for ecivil
defense in recent years, this investment
in a safe, protected, fallout-free food
supply is wise and prudent.

My amendment extends an already
functioning program in a simple and
logical way. No new administrative set-
up would have to be established. The
same staff employees who now operate
the livestock feed program for disaster
areas could run the extended program
too. Because the impact of fallout con-
tamination is not fully known as yet, my
amendment also would give the Secretary
discretion to set the terms and condi-
tions under which stored CCC feed could

‘be made available.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from the New York
Times of August 19 discussing the di-
version of milk cows from pasture to
stored feed in Minnesota be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

MK PLaN FroHTS IoDINE 131 DANGER—MIN-
NESOTA WiLL PAY FarMErRs To Give Cows
AceEp FEED

MinNEAPOLIS, August 18—In a program
almed at reducing possible danger of iodine
131 concentration in milk, Minnesota's milk
producers will be paid a premium for milk
from herds fed on aged feed.

The voluntary program 1is scheduled to
start next week with participation of most
grade A milk producers and processors in the
State. It will pay the farmers a bonus of
45 cents a hundredweight for class 1 milk
(fluid milk) from cows that have been taken
out of pasture. The feed given these cows
must have been stored under shelter at least
21 days. During such a period, iodine 131
loses most of its radioactivity.

State agriculture officials emphasized that
concentrations of iodine 131 were not at a
dangerous level in Minnesota. The new pro-
gram is aimed at avoiding any danger by
making possible the collection of ‘clean™
milk that could, if necessary, be blended
with other milk to reduce its iodine level.

Farmers, told of the program at local meet-
ing, have generally been receptive. The
duration of the program is uncertain, but
it could continue until late fall, when farm-
ers normally move their herds from pasture
to winter quarters,

MAY BRING PRICE RISE

The program may result in an increase of
1 cent a quart in the retail price of milk,

One of the largest participants will be the
Twin City Milk Producers Assoclation, whose
2,600 farmer producers provide most of the
fluid milk for the Minneapolis-St. Paul area.

Walter Larson, association president, said
in a letter to farmer members that “the cu-
mulative total of lodine 131 in our milk sup-
ply is increasing at a slow rate.” ™

But, he sald, as a result of Russian nuclear
testing it “will probably increase faster and
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reach objectionable levels unless corrective
measures are taken.”

Mr. Larson’s letter added:

“Every producer who can should promptly
convert to aged feeding to preserve and pro-
tect his fluid market. If sufficient number
of producers sign affidavits to voluntarily
take the corrective action of aged feeding,
jodine 131 counts can be lowered so it may
not be necessary for regulatory groups to
take more drastic action or to make public
announcements of the situation.”

Mg DIVERTED IN UTan

Earller this month milk producers in
northeastern Utah were ordered to dlvert
milk from certain areas there from Salt Lake
City because of a sharp rise in the content
of radioactive iodine 131.

Dr. G. D. Carlyle Thompson, State health
director, attributed the rise to atomic test
explosions in Nevada. On July 6, he noted,
the level of lodine 131 in the areas was not
detectable, but it jumped to 1,660 micro-
microcuries a liter of milk on July 20. It
dropped to 450 for a few days and then rose
to 2,050 on July 25, he noted.

A curie is the amount of radiation given off
by one gram of radium. A micromicrocurie
is a millionth part of a millionth of a curle.
A liter is slightly more than a liquid quart.
The recommended limit of radiation for a
human being 1s 36,000 micromicrocuries a
year.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, just
this afternoon Mr. Tom Pattison, the
Farmers Home Administration director
for Wisconsin, arrived in my office bear-
ing a memorandum and statement from
our Wisconsin State Disaster Commit-
tee recommending that the livestock feed
program be extended to cover contami-
nation of pasture by radioactive fallout.

Tom Pattison is himself a dairy
farmer. He has himself had to sign a
producer’s warranty stating that his
own cows will be fed only stored feed
beginning this Thursday, August 23. He
thus knows from personal experience, as
well as from his position as State FHA
director, what is involved in providing
protection from fallout contamination
for milk. He has told me that unless
a Federal program such as I have pro-
posed is immediately authorized individ-
ual dairy farmers will suffer serious fi-
nancial injury. Even if the price of
milk to concumers in affected areas is
raised a penny a quart, as is proposed in
Minneapolis-St. Paul, the financial in-
crement to dairy farmers will not be
sufficient to cover the added costs.
What is more, I deplore this method of
paying the costs. Individual consumers
should not have to pay the price of nu-
clear tests than should individual farm-
ers. This is a national problem and it
needs to be solved on a national level.

I ask unanimous consent that the
memorandum, statement, warranty, and
other information provided by Mr. Pat-
tison be printed at this point in the
REecorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

AvucusT 17, 1962,
To: Wisconsin State Disaster Committee.
From: Douglas County Disaster Committee.
Bubj:::d Request for extension livestock
P

‘We, hereby, requeﬂt extension of the live-
stock feed program to December 15, 1962, at
75 percent of price support due to fallout.

Please advise.

RoBERT L. FarICY, Chairman.
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MINUTES OF THE DoucrAs CoUNTY DISASTER
COMMITTEE
DoucLAs, ‘Wis.

The committee met on Friday, August 17,
1962, at 1:30 p.m. in the ASCS county office.

Present: Robert L. Farlcy, chalrman; Ray-
mond E. Polzin, county agent; Virginia E.
Gunn, secre

The ch.al.rma.n called the meeting together
for the purpose of discussing continuing the
livestock feed program for next year. The
third member, Willlam Bernard O’Sullivan
(FHA) could not be present but was in favor
of the extension.

An aged feeding program is scheduled for
this area (including Douglas County) to
offset the possibility of radioactive sub-
stance (lodine 131) which ean be accumu-
lated in the milk.

To assure the public of good wholesome
milk, the aged feeding program will begin
September 1, 1962, and be carried on for at
least 6 weeks. This program requires con-
siderably more grain than would normally
be fed to replace the second crop pasture that
we normally have avallable here during this
period.

It was unanimously agreed to request the
State disaster committee to extend the live-
stock feed program to December 15, 1962, at
75 percent of price support.

Respectfully submitted.

Vircinia E. GUNN,
Secretary.

COOPERATIVE EXTENsION WORK IN
AGRICULTURE AND Home Eco-
NoMics, STATE OF WISCONSIN,

Superior, Wis., August 16, 1962,
DIicKE SCHUSTER.,
EvVERT WALLENFELDT.
Vic BUREALOW.
Warrace MEHLBERG.

Dear FrIENDS: Enclosed are some materials
being used in explaining the iodine 131 sit-
uation to producers in this milk shed. We
are now holding producer meetings to sign
up for stored feeding. While many objec-
tions are voiced it appears that we have no
choice but to comply. A premium of 20
cents per hundred will be paid for all who
comply.

Wisconsin agents are a little uncertain
about where we stand in this, but it looks
like we have no choice but to cooperate with
the dairy Industry and try to prevent a
consumer panic.

The question of Federal assistance keeps
coming up. I'm sure there will be a re-
quest to reinstitute the livestock feed pro-
gram. It will be a couple of weeks yet
before our oats is harvested and then it can
not be fed for 21 days. It seems like the
Defense Department rather than USDA
should be responsible for the cost of this
program.

Sincerely,
RAYMOND E. POLSIN,
Douglas County Agent.

PRODUCER'S GUARANTEE WARRANTY

The undersigned, who is a grade A pa-
tron(s) delivering milk to Twin Ports Coop-
erative Dairy Assoclation for his account, does
hereby make the following warranty and
guarantee:

1. That all grade A milk delivered for his
account on and after August 31, 1962, will be
from cows which have been fed entirely on
aged feed. (Aged feed shall be feed which
has been harvested, collected, and bunched
into stacks or stored under shelter for at
least 21 days.)

2. That he will continue shipping milk
from cows fed aged feed until he is notified
in writing that this guarantee warranty is
terminated or until he has given Twin Ports
Cooperative Dairy Assoclation written notice
5 days in advance of the date he will dis-
continue this guarantee warranty.

3. That this guarantee warranty is made
with the understanding that any premiums
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collected in the sale of milk from cows fed
aged feed or any other additional moneys
collected by Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy
Association specifically for this program will
be distributed each month to all patrons who
signed similar guarantee warranties and are
delivering milk from cows fed aged feed, In
addition to the regular price pald for grade
A milk that month.

4, That, if he feeds his cows producing
milk any feed other than aged feed during
the period this guarantee warranty is in
effect without giving notice as specified in
paragraph 2 above, he will forfeit all right to
any additional payments that month and
agrees that in satisfaction of damages for
breach of obligation his total milk deliveries
for that month shall be pald for at the man-
ufacturing grade II price.

5. During a period of alertness requiring
aged feeding, cows shall be confined in an
area that prevents miscellaneous grazing or
eating unaged feed.

The undersigned hereby acknowledges
reading and agreeing to the terms of this
guarantee warranty.

Date signed

(Producer’'s Signat;.are) .

»
(Producer’s Signature).
AN AGED FEEDING PrROGRAM To REDUCE IODINE
131 LeveLs FoR FLum MILE Consmm-mn

STATE OF MINNESCT
July 30, 1982

1. All milking animals must be removed
from pasture and confined in a yard where
no grazing is available. Fencing should be
adequate to prevent accidental access to
fresh pasture.

2. Grain and roughage fed to cattle must
have been harvested and stacked, preferably
under cover, for at least 21 days, as lodine
131 has a half-life of 8 days and it will be at
a very low level after this period.

8. Cattle must not be fed fleld t:hopped
hay or any other crop unless it has been
held for at least 21 days.

4. If sllage or haylage s to be fed it must
have been in the silo for at least 21 days,
therefore, two silos may be mnecessary if
they are being filled and fed from at the
same time or some other means devised to
insure adequate storage time in the silo
prior to feeding.

5. If canning plant refuse is being fed,
care must be exerclsed to see that it has been
harvested at least 21 days prior to feeding,

6. Freshening cows should be fed aged feed
for at least 10 days prior to adding their
milk to a bulk supply that is under an
emergency aged feeding program.

FALLOUT AND THE MILK PRODUCER

You have all read or heard a great deal
about fallout during the past months and
have, no doubt, been confused and con-
cerned about the effect it has on you, the
milk producer. I will make an attempt this
evening to give you a brief outline of the
avallable information on the subject. I
would like to emphasize that this presenta-
tion is not made to alarm you, but, on the
contrary, is presented to provide you with
an understanding of the problem before it
becomes too critical and causes hasty action
in a moment of panic. We are all subject to
serious doubts about the unknown so I will
try to anticipate your questions and provide
answers. If you still have unanswered ques-
tions, ample time will be provided at the end
of the presentation for individual questions.
There is a lot still unknown about this sub-
ject and we certainly do not have all the
answers, but will attempt to pass on to you
what current knowledge we have.

WHAT IS FALLOUT?

This is a word used to cover the wide
range of radioactive material that settles out
of the air following the testing of atomic
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bombs or other thermonuclear devices. The
word 1s a general one and covers strontium,
cesium, iodine, or any other material which
is radioactive. There is a very important
distinction between fallout from testing and
that likely to be encountered In case of a
nuclear war. The amounts of fallout from
testing which are presently being discussed
are very small, in contrast to heavy loads of
fallout that might occur as a result of a
release of an atomic bomb during wartime.

WHERE DOES IT COME FROM?

The entire world is constantly being cov-
ered by natural radiation from the sun,
rocks, ete., but fallout, as discussed in the
news media these days, is entirely man-
made and results from the explosion of
weapons or other devices. When & bomb is
exploded the fallout material is released into
the upper atmosphere and is moved around
the world by winds at very high speeds.
The radioactive material gradually settles
out to the earth by means of rains, snow,
settling dust, etc. You can see that explo-
sions released anywhere in the world can
cause fallout anywhere, depending to &
large extent on weather conditions, and can
continue for many years in the future.
Because of these facts, we must remember
we can be subject to fallout from tests made
anywhere in the world and so have little
control over the amount or extent of the
fallout, even if we were to discontinue our
own series of tests.

WHAT DOES FALLOUT MEAN TO THE MILK
PRODUCER?

As you know, much of the publicity on
fallout has, unfortunately, left the impres-
slon that milk contains more fallout than
other forms of food. It should be under-
stood that some of the reasons for testing
milk are that it is universally produced every
day, 1s used by a wide segment of the popu-
lation, and is a convenient medium for test-
ing. As much of the early testing was large-
1y confined to milk, reports were usually in
terms of the amount of fallout present in
milk and the consuming public soon asso-
ciated fallout with milk and, in some in-
stances, may have been influenced to curtall
their milk consumption. This trend is very
important to the producers, as a reduction
in consumption inevitably leads to lower
prices to producers. If the trend continues
and nothing is done, possible loss of markets
for milk will be the result.

15 FALLOUT A FROBLEM FOR MILKE ALONE?

In most cases the problem of fallout is
just as serlous for other foods as it is for
milk, but, for the reasons indicated, milk
has been the culprit in the minds of many
people. We in the dairy industry should
not try to get off the hook by implicating
other foods, but we should have an under-
standing of the problem so we can defend
our own product. Fallout such as stron-
tlum 90 falls to the ground and contami-
nates all material. It can be absorbed by
growing plants and vegetables and be con-
sumed in that manner or it can be eaten by
the cow and transferred to milk and then
consumed. Fallout such as iodine 131 falls
to the ground and contaminates all mate-
rial, is eaten by the cow and transferred to
the milk. However, there are two reasons
why lodine 131 presents a special problem
for the fluid milk industry.

1. Milk makes up the major portion of the
diet of Infants, which are the most suscepti-
ble age group, and any lodine 131 in the diet
of pregnant women or nursing mothers can
also cause problems for the very young child.

2. Todine 131 iz present on the above-
ground portion of any plants or vegetables,
but, as there is usually considerable delay
between harvest and consumption, the
natural decay of radioactive iodine has great-
1y reduced the level.
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It is because of these two facts that lo-
dine 131 presents a more serious problem in
milk than in other foods.

WHAT IS THE CURRENT FALLOUT PROBLEM?

Many of you are, no doubt, puzzled by the
shift of emphasis from strontium 80 to lo-
dine 131. This 1s not entirely a change be-
cause of the change in levels, but rather is
brought about by a better understanding of
the problem. Strontium levels have never
been extremely high and are currently at
levels that cause very little concern. Iodine
131 is much better understood now and is
causing concern., I will try to briefly ex-
plain some facts about this problem. Radio-
active lodine is a very short lived material,
The total amount i8 reduced by half about
every B days, so that after about 30 days
following the test, there is very little radio-
active material left.

Because the cow rapidly converts grass to
milk and milk is consumed very soon after
production, the material is transferred to
the consumer before it has had time to decay.
Whereas, in the case of meat, vegetables,
grain, ete., this time before consumption is
much longer. While iodine 131, as fallout,
presents a problem that is essentially one for
the milk industry, it also brings with it an
encouraging fact that it makes it possible,
because of its very short life, for the milk
producer to make some contribution toward
control in dairy products.

WHY IS IODINE 131 A PARTICULARLY SERIOUS
PROBLEM?

Iodine is absorbed by the thyroid gland
of humans and there is concern that excess
levels of lodine 131 can cause damage to the
very young thyroid gland. This means that
it is important to young children and, when
you consider the bulk of thelr diet comes
from milk, there is good reason to be con-
cerned. As a general rule, the only segment
of the population that needs to be concerned
are children under 1 year of age, pregnant
women, and nursing mothers, as the thyrold
gland of people over 1 year of age s less sen-
sitive to damage. While this segment of the
population makes up less than 5 percent of
the total, we must remember that all people
are not going to consider the facts: It is only
natural for the mother to feel that milk
unsuitable for her 1-year-old is also unsuit-
able for her other children so it would seem
necessary to have a total milk supply that
is relatively free of fodine 131 in order to
make a major contribution to the reduction
of fear from this source and protect your
fluid milk market.

WHAT ARE SOME POSSIBLE CONTROL MEASURES?

Since the middle of June, your stafl has
had many meetings with other producer
groups, milk dealers, local and State regula-
tory people, and the U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice and others in Washington, to discuss
and evaluate all possible control measures.
There are several methods avallable, none of
which are completely satlsfactory and some
of which would be extremely unsatisfactory.

1. Suspension of bomb testing or a change
in time of testing. This is, of course, a po-
litical issue and involves national securlty
and is beyond the control of the dairy indus-
try. The timing of testing could be con-
trolled in this country so that if it took
place in the winter fodine 131 would have
all disappeared before it could get onto pas-
tures; however, we have no control over the
testing by other nations so this method
would seem to be of little value in our cur-
rent or future problems.

2. Aging of milk prior to sale or consump-
tlon is another possible way of control, as
this would provide time for the decay of
iodine 131 before it was consumed. If milk
could be held for 8 days after production, the
radloactive level would be reduced by half.
Think of your own situation. Could you
store milk so you would always have 8-day-
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old milk to drink? It would be very diffi-
cult., The problem would be even more dif-
ficult for a dalry, as necessary storage
capacity would be tremendous. As there are
serious objections to the production of a
special milk for this susceptible group of in-
dividuals, it would seem impractical to rely
on this method.

3. It has been suggested it would be possible
to bring in supplies to a contaminated area
from one with lower levels of contamina-
tion. The methods of daily evaluation to
determine if the supply is safe are not avail-
able. An area that is clear today may be
contaminated tomorrow, so problems of sup-
ply management would make this method
very impractical and offer very little positive
control. This is mot just a problem and
could occur anywhere in the Nation at any
time.

4. Use of evaporated milk, sterile milk, or
reconstituted dry milk has been most often
mentioned, as this milk has been stored for
a long period of time and the presence of
jodine 131 would have dissipated during this
period. This is the procedure being followed
and advocated by those groups who are
panicking and not studying the facts. Such
a change in the wholesale milk consumption
of our Natlon would wreck the fluid milk
market and would eventually be disastrous
to the industry and the nutritional health
of the consumer.

5. Controlled feeding of milking animals to
insure that they do not eat contaminated
feed seems to offer the best solution. Other
markets throughout the Nation have also
arrived at this same conclusion. We are
well aware that this addition to our milk
supply is through no fault of the producer
and to place the burden on him at first
seems unfair. Testing of bombs is being
done for the general national security and,
of course, when changes are made, some
people suffer—often unfairly. As an ex-
ample, when tractors took over on farms,
the horse breeders and the harnessmakers
suffered, but no one serlously suggested
that we not use tractors. However, in this
situation, it is reasonable to assume that
the consumer will be asked to share some
of the additional costs, but it is up to the
producer to do everything possible to pro-
tect his market as the first requirement in
this step that is so vital.

HOW DOES CONTROLLED FEEDING HELFP?

Remember two facts previously presented:
(1) Fallout settles on the forage, is con-
sumed by the cow, and passes Into the milk;
(2) iodine 131 dissipates in about 30 days.
If an emergency situation should develop, it
would be possible to substantially reduce
fodine 131 in our milk by removing cows
from fresh forage and feeding them grain
and roughage that has been harvested and
stored in piles or under cover for at least
3 weeks. This would be feed on which iodine
131 present would have already decayed, so
very little would be able to pass through the
animal into the milk supply.

OUTLINE OF FROCEDURE

After discussion with many groups of pro-
ducers, regulatory officials, and others, the
following procedure has been suggested for a
uniform, statewlde program to insure a milk
supply with a low level of lodine 131 if and
when an alert situation should develop.
Buch a program will enable producers for
the first time to have a concrete answer to
adverse publicity. Scare tactlies can be an-
swered with the information that producers
are prepared to provide a wholesome milk
supply if an emergency arises.

1. When the U.S. Public Health Seryice or
authorized agency announces that this area
is in the danger zone and emergency meas-
ures are needed, producers should be ready
to implement the plan of aged feeding rap-
idly. Some advance should be pos-
sible—this might be only 4 or 5 days.
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2. We will immediately mail affidavits to
all grade A producers and advise them of the
estimated premium they would receive for
milk from aged feed. Each producer would
have the opportunity to sign that he would
produce all his milk from aged feed within 5
days from the date of the affidavit. Aflidavits
are to be returned within 5 days.

3. The producer organization would im-
mediately evaluate the number of returned
affidavits to estimate the percent of com-
pliance and the approximate effect this effect
would have on the radioactive lodine level.

4. Public Health Service would continue to
advise the producer groups of testing results
and notify them when they felt the alert pe-
riod had expired.

5. The percent of affidavits returned would
furnish a guide or information which might
be helpful in determining whether or not it
might become necessary to either establish a
higher premium or segregate milk at pickup.

6. Health department personnel, fieldmen,
and others would be expected to report any
violations, and so forth.

I have attempted to give you a brief out-
line of the problem the industry faces and a
possible solution. We would like to em-
phasize that there is no need to panic. We
are constantly belng advised by our State
board of health and the U.S. Public Health
Bervice of the situation and we will be alerted
in time to implement the plan. We feel it is
important that you all know the situation
and are familiar with the subject. It is
much easler to do this at a time when we
are not under pressure than it would be in a
time of emergency. Iam sure there are many
questions left unanswered so let's have
plenty of discussion so we can all become
familiar with the problem that could ad-
versely affect our business, if not properly
controlled.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this
amendment would authorize the Secre-
tary to make feed owned by CCC avail-
able to producers of milk when necessary
to assure a supply of milk free of radio-
active fallout contamination. Feed
might be made available at such prices
and on such terms and conditions as de-
termined appropriate in the public in-
terest.

This amendment would permit supple-
menting supplies of stored feed available
commercially when countermeasures
against radioactive fallout require taking
cattle off of pasture and other contami-
nated fresh feed.

At present there is no apparent short-
age of stored feeds. Hay supplies in
areas most likely to be affected by fallout
are above normal and high levels of
grain and concentrate feed are, or will
shortly be, in effect for the winter
months in these areas. The Department
is studying the situation and will make
such recommendation, as early as possi-
ble, as it feels is reguired under the ecir-

cumstances,

Mr. President, I have discussed the

amendment with my good friend from
Wisconsin, I am willing to take it to
conference.
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment to the committee amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Wisconsin, for
hl{naselt and the Senator from Minne-
sota.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
behalf of my colleague [Mr. McCARTHY],
who is unavoidably absent because of an
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operation on his young daughter, and for
myself I call up the amendment identi-
fied as “8-16-62—A.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The CHier CLERK. On page 91, be-
tween lines 7 and 8, it is proposed to in-
sert the following:

SUBTITLE C—DAIRY

Sec. 326. The current rate of production
and marketing of milk in the continental
United States, excluding Alaska, is such as
will result in excessive and burdensome sup-
plies of milk and other dairy products during
the period ending March 31, 1964.

In order to afford producers the oppor-
tunity and the means by which they can on
a compensated basis voluntarily adjust their
marketings of milk during the period ending
March 31, 1964, more nearly to equal demand
and thus reduce Government purchases un-
der its price support program, the Secretary
of Agriculture is hereby authorized, through
the Commodity Credit Corporation, to carry
out for the period ending March 31, 1964, an
emergency dairy surplus reduction payments
program as set forth in the following sec-
tions of this subtitle.

SEec. 327. The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion is hereby authorized to make surplus
reduction payments to producers in conti-
nental United States, excluding Alaska, who
agree to reduce, during any one or more
quarterly marketing periods, starting on or
after October 1, 1962, and ending March 31,
1964, their marketings to a level not (i) less
than 10 per centum or (ii) more than the
larger of 256 per centum or fifteen thousand
pounds of milk below their normal marketing
levels established pursuant to section 328 of
this Act of each such quarterly marketing
period. Such payments shall not exceed (i)
$2.50 per hundredweight of milk, basis 3.82
per centum butterfat content, (ii) such
rates as the Secretary determines will effec-
tuate voluntary reduction in marketings by
producers, or (iil) the cost of acquiring such
milk in the form of dairy products had such
milk been marketed. A producer who fails
to reduce his marketings to the extent re-
quired by his agreement shall be eligible to
the surplus reduction payment on the quan-
tity by which he actually reduced his mar-
ketings below his normal marketing level,
provided he reduces by as much as 10 per
centum of his normal marketing level, but
the amount of such payment shall be re-
duced by an amount equal to 20 per centum
of what would have been the payment on the
quantity of milk which he falled to reduce.
Agreements entered into hereunder may
contain such terms and conditions as the
Secretary determines necessary to effectuate
the purposes of the emergency dairy surplus
reduction paymefits program and to assure
that a producer's reduction in marketings
is not offset through a transfer of his milk

cows to another producer Ior the production
and marketing of milk.

Sec. 328. The Secretary shall establish a
normal marketing level for each producer
in the continental United States, excluding
Alaska, who desires to enter into an agree-
ment with Commodity Credit Corporation
pursuant to section 327 of this Act. Such
normal marketing level shall be the number
of pounds of milk, or the number of pounds
of milkfat, or such units of dairy products as
the Secretary may deem appropriate for the
administration of this subtitle which is the
lower of (i) the producer's marketings dur-
ing the marketing year ending March 31,
1062, or (ii) the Secretary's estimate of what
would be marketed in a marketing year by
the producer based on the rate of his mar-
ketings when he enters into the agreement
with Commodity Credit Corporation, ad-
justed for seasonal variation. In'establish-
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ing a normal marketing level, the Secretary
shall make such adjustments in the pro-
ducer's 1961-62 marketings as he deems nec-
essary for flood, drought, disease of herd, per-
sonal health, or other abnormal conditions
affecting production or marketing, including
the fact that the producer may have com-
menced production and marketing after
April 1, 1861. A producer's normal market-
ing level for the marketing year shall be
apportioned by the Secretary among quar-
terly marketing periods thereof in accord-
ance with the producer's prior marketing
pattern, subject to such adjustments as the
Secretary determines necessary to enable the
producer to carry out his herd management
plans for the marketing year. The quantity
thus apportioned to a quarterly marketing
period shall be the producer's normal mar-
keting level for such period.

SEec. 8329. The Secretary shall prescribe such
conversion factors as he deems necessary
for use in determining the quantity of milk
marketed by producers who market their
milk in the form of farm-separated cream,
butterfat, and other dairy products.

SEeC.330. The quantity of milk reduced by a
producer pursuant to his agreement under
this Act shall be considered as having been
produced and marketed by him for the pur-
pose of determining his production or mar-
keting history under any farm program in
which such history may become a factor.
A producer who moves from one area to
another and there engages in the production
and marketing of milk may take with him
all or any portion of his normal marketing
level.

SEc. 331. The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion may make supplemental payments to
producers of milk for maufacturing who
enter into agreements under section 327,
which shall be in addition to the surplus re-
duction payments made to such producers.
The amount of such a supplemental pay-
ment to be made with respect to the quantity
of milk marketed by a producer may not
exceed the difference between the United
States average price at wholesale of milk
for manufacturing and 90 per centum of the
parity price for that quantity of such milk.

Sec. 332. (a) The Secretary shall prescribe
such regulations as are necessary for the
enforcement and the effective administration
of this subtitle.

(b) Costs incurred in the carrying out of
the provisions of this subtitle shall be borne
by the Commodity Credit Corporation and
shall be considered as nonadministrative
expenses of the Corporation.

Spc. 333, Whenever normal marketing
levels are established under this subtitle,
notwithstanding any provision of the Agri-
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937
(7 U.8.C. 601 et seq.), any order issued under
section 8c thereof shall in addition to the
provisions in section 8¢ (56) and (7) contain
provisions for an adjustment in the uniform
price for producers receiving surplus reduc-
tlon payments for marketings below their
normal marketing level. Under such provi-
sions the total payments to such producers
under an order shall be equal to (1) the
uniform price multiplied by their normal
marketing level minus (2) the lowest class
price under the order multiplied by the
amount by which such producers have re-
duced marketings below their normal mar-
keting level. In the computation of the
uniform price there shall be included, at
the lowest class price, the volume of milk
upon which producers will be entitled to
surplus reduction payments. For the pur-
poses of this section a producer’s normal
marketing level shall be apportioned ¢n a
monthly basis. In the case of a producer,

part of whose normal marketing level is
based on marketings which were not subject
to regulation under the order during the
representative period, the Secretary shall
apportion such producer's normal marketing
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level in accordance with his deliveries of
milk in such representative period and the
reduction in deliveries from the amount ap-
portioned to the marketing area shall be
considered in the calculation of the uniform
price and payment under such order. The
incorporation of provisions in an order here-
under shall be subject to the same pro-
cedural requirements of the Act as other
provisions under section Be.

Sec. 334. No person engaged in the pur-
chase or handling of milk, milk fat, or dairy
products shall discriminate against any pro-
ducer who enters into an agreement with
the Commodity Credit Corporation pursuant
to this Act. The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion shall not purchase dalry products from
any person whom the Secretary determines
practices such discrimination. The several
district courts of the United States shall
have original jurisdiction to hear and deter-
mine controversies arising under this section,
without regard to the amount in contro-
versy, and to enjoin and restraln any person
or persons from discriminating or conspiring
to discriminate against any producer in
violation of this section.

Sec. 335. (a) Notwithstanding section 201
{(c) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as
amended, the Secretary may, In carrying out
the emergency dalry program authorized in
this subtitle, establish price supports for
milk and butferfat at such level between
70 and 756 per centum of the parity price
therefor as he deems appropriate.

(b) The authority granted by the pro-
vislons of subsection (a) of this section shall
become effective on April 1, 1963.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my
colleague, the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. McCarTHY], is the main sponsor of
the amendment, and I am a cosponsor.

Mr. President, this amendment would
add a dairy program to the Senate bill.
It is an emergency measure and it would
be in force for 18 months, starting Oe-
tober 1.

I believe Senate approval of a dairy
program this year is of utmost impor-
tance to the welfare of the dairy farmers
of the Nation, as well as a responsible
action to reduce the excessive Govern-
ment-held surpluses of dairy products
and the extremely high Government
costs under the existing program.

I do not believe anyone disputes the
seriousness of the dairy situation. Dairy
farmers are greatly concerned and repre-
sentatives of the major dairy producer
groups are apprehensive. I regret these
representatives have not been able to
agree on recommendations for a pro-
gram. but at the same time I do not
believe the Congress is relieved of the re-
sponsibility to act on an emergency pro-
gram because producer groups are
unable to agree. We have an opportunity
at this time to take a constructive step
to reduce Government costs, to improve
dairy income, and to prevent accumu-
lation of Government-held surpluses.

A well-balanced dairy industry is of
direct value to everyone in the Nation.
Milk is used in every home and it is of
particular importance for the health of
children. Milk is produced in every
State of the Nation.

Yet the distress of this industry is
reaching emergency proportions. In his
letter of last week to the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], Secretary
Freeman stated:

The dairy price support program s now
reaching an extremely critical situation.
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The Secretary was specific about the
need for action. He wrote in the same
letter:

In my opinion there ls an urgent and
immediate need for legislative actlon In
order to prevent a debacle with the most
serious consequences for dalry farmers, con-
sumers, and taxpayers.

The fact is that the existing dairy
legislation, regardless of its merits in
the past. is not accomplishing its pur-
pose under present law, milk and dairy
products are supported at a minimum
of 75 percent of parity, and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation is obligated
to make purchases necessary to main-
tain that level. Yet dairy income will
be down from $250 million to $300 mil-
lion this year—reflecting the obligatory
cut in price supports of last April 1 from
82 to 75 percent of parity. Yet the net
cost of the dairy price support operation
for the last marketing year totaled $597
million, and the Department has esti-
mated that the cost for this year will
be $550 million. The Commodity Credit
Corporation is purchasing dairy products
for price support purposes at the equiva-
lent of an annual rate of 10.5 billion
pounds of the annual marketings of 119.3
billion pounds—which means the equiv-
alent of about 10 percent of the mar-
ketings of milk.

The cost of the dairy program has
reached an alltime high. Secretary
Freeman stated in his letter of August
15 to the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER] :

These Government expenditures amount
to B0 cents for each 100 pounds of milk
marketed by U.8. dalry farmers during 1961-
62. * * * The cost of price support opera-
tions for the amount of milk produced dur-
ing the year by an average dairy cow comes
to $36; the cost for a herd of 30 average
milk cows for the year was $1,080.

It is expected that the CCC will have
to acquire 400 million pounds of butter,
250 million pounds of cheese, and 1.2 bil-
lion pounds of dried milk this year.

The storage of butter has already
nearly reached capacity, and Secretary
Freeman states:

Because space is not avallable locally, we
are already required to ship butter from
Minneapolis to the South for storage, neces-
sitating extra transportation costs of 1 to
4 cents per pound before its ultimate dis-
position will be possible. * * * We are face
to face with the prospect within a few
months of having no place to put butter
acquired through price-support purchases.

The dairy farmers of the Nation have
been severely criticized for not cutting
down on production and for not initiat-
ing a self-help program. But in the
practical operations of the farm market,
can we censure the individual farmer for
the fact of excess production? Can we
with justice chastise and threaten him
because of surpluses? The last census
showed that there were more than 800,-
000 farms in the Nation that reported
sales of whole milk, and more than 250,-
000 farms reported sales of cream. If
the individual farmer determines to cut
back 10 percent of his marketings, does
he have any guarantee that total pro-
duction will drop? Does he have any
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guarantee that his neighbors will like-
wise reduce their production? From his
viewpoint, the only certain thing is that
his income will drop.

As Secretary Freeman stated:

Individual dairy farmers are continuing to
improve their efficlency and increase produc-
tion at a rapld rate. At present milk prices,
this is the only means the individual dairy
farmer has of maintaining his gross income
in the face of continually increasing pro-
duction costs.

I do not believe we should be too hard
on the individual dairy farmer for failing
to reduce production. I think we must
admit present law does not really con-
tain any procedure by which dairy farm-
ers can carry out an effective reduction
program. My discussions with dairy
farmers and dairy industry leaders indi-
cate that, on the whole, they would wel-
come a procedure by which they could
make adjustments, but they are fearful
of any change in the present law unless
the method of adjustment provides safe-
guards to maintain their already low
income.

Our amendment provides a procedure
for a fair and reasonable adjustment. It
is a voluntary program. It does not im-
pose any mandatory quotas and it does
not require a referendum. It is not of-
fered as a final or permanent solution,
but as an emergency measure to be ef-
fective over the next year and a half.
It is designed to increase the net income
of the average cooperator and to cut
down on Government costs and Govern-
ment-held surpluses. It would provide
valuable experience and a basis for ef-
fective permanent legislation.

The bill approved by the House of
Representatives, H.R. 12391, contains a
dairy program to encourage milk pro-
ducers to make voluntary reductions in
their marketings. Under the House bill
producers would be paid up to $2.50 per
hundred for reduction of from 10 to 25
Llnercent of their average marketing for

961.

The House program is a minimum ap-
proach, but it does not offer much pros-
pect of reducing the surplus to a sig-
nificant degree or of improving the
income of dairy farmers.

Our amendment generally incorpo-
rates the House provisions. It would
provide for surplus reduction payments
to producers of up to $2.50 per hundred
on the quantity by which they reduce
their production. It also would permit
producers in Federal order markets to
make adjustments in their marketings at
the surplus price rather than at the blend
price and thus would safeguard their
share of the class I market.

The important addition of our amend-
ment is the provision to permit the
Secretary of Agriculture to make sup-
plemental payments to cooperating pro-
ducers of milk in addition to the surplus
reduction payments, The amount of
the supplemental payment would be set
by the Secretary at a rate not to exceed
the difference between the U.S. average
price at wholesale of milk for manu-
facturing purposes and 90 percent of
parity for that quantity.
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The Secretary would also be permitted
to set the general minimum support
price at between 70 and 75 percent of
parity, but this authority would not be
effective until after the end of the cur-
rent marketing year, March 31, 1963.
This authority would not replace the ex-
isting law but simply would provide for
a temporary exception when the emer-
gency program is in operation.

Our amendment is based upon the
same procedure employed in the emer-
gency feed grain program of the past
2 years. The surplus reduction pay-
ments of milk are to be the equivalent
to the payments on acreage diverted
from feed grain production. The sup=-
plemental payments on the milk mar-
keted by those choosing to enter the re-
duction program are to be equivalent to
the difference between the support price
offered feed grain producers and the
market level at which those who do not
enter the program sell their feed grains.

In the dairy program it is not possible
to maintain different prices in precisely
the same manner as in the feed grain
program because the loans or purchases
used in the feed grain program cannot
be extended to individual producers on
their milk. The effect of the supple-
mental payments, however, is the same:
the supplemental payments made to co-
‘operating milk producers would reflect
the difference between the market price
and the support level set by the Secre-
tary—up to 90 percent of parity—for
those cooperating in the program.

It is estimated the program provided
by our amendment would accomplish a
fairly substantial reduction in dairy
price support expenditures by the Gov-
ernment. The savings over the existing
program would be achieved because it is
cheaper to make a surplus reduction pay-
ment of $2.50 or less to the producer for
not producing a hundred pounds of milk
than for the CCC to pay over $4 for the
milk after it is produced and processed.
The economy of this procedure is esti-
mated to be great enough to permit
making the supplemental payments to
cooperating producers and still realize a
savings in total costs over the existing
program.

The individual producers who choose
to enter the program would benefit from
the payments and they would receive an
effective higher support level and higher
income than they are receiving under
the present program. Producers who do
not wish to participate would be free to
produce as they desire at the market
price.

The House bill recognizes the prob-
lem. It does not have the potential for
securing a substantial participation by
dairy farmers. It is clear the temporary
feed grain program would not have been
as effective if payments had been made
to farmers only for diverted acres. The
feed grain program provides also for a
higher support price on the amount the
cooperator markets. The same pro-
cedure is needed for an effective dairy
program. The amendment which I am
offering for myself and my colleague,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
McCarTHY], would give the Secre-
tary of Agriculture authority, to be used
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at his diseretion, to improve the income
of dairy farmers and to meet the prob-
lem of dairy surpluses and costs over the
next 18 months.

In summary, the amendment would
provide:

First. A voluntary, emergency pro-
gram; no mandatory quotas and no pro-
ducer referendum.

Second. Effective for 18 months, Oc-
tober 1, 1962, to March 31, 1964.

Third. Surplus reduction payments for
those producers who choose to partici-
pate; payments of up to $2.50 per hun-
dredweight on amount of average mar-
keting reduced, between 10 and 25
percent based on normal marketings for
the 1961-62 marketing year—March 31,
1961, to March 31, 1962.

Fourth. Supplemental payments to
those participating; paid on quantity
they market at a rate not to exceed the
difference between the U.S. average price
at wholesale of milk for manufacturing
and 90 percent of parity for that quantity
of such milk.

Fifth. Authority for the Secretary to
adjust the general basic price support
for milk between 70 and 75 percent of
parity, dependent upon supplies; effec-
tive April 1, 1963, and only for purposes
of earrying out the emergency dairy pro-
gram authorized by the act.

Mr. President, my colleague and I
have prepared a table as an example of
what would happen under the terms of
the proposal. It would, in essence, re-
duce the cost to the Government, on the
basis of an estimate of the Department
of Agriculture, for the coming year.
There would be approximately a $110
million reduction in the cost of the dairy
program.

Our proposal would increase the net
income of farm producers more than
$150 for an average producer who mar-
kets a thousand hundredweight of milk.
It would also reduce the cost to the farm
producer by the elimination of certain
feed costs, thereby increasing total net
income substantially.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the table to which I have
referred printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Payment program with market price at $2.90

(70 percent of parity), 1963-64 marketing

ear

4 1 PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
Current projection of mar-

keting (billlon pounds)._. 120.0
Estimated commercial mar-
ket at $2.70 (billion
POUNds) e i e 110.5
Needed adjustment?
(billion pounds) .. 9.6
Surplus reduction payments
on 85 million hundred-
weights at $1.90 per hun-
dredwelght 2 oo $180, 000, 000

1 Assumed about 70 percent of producers
reducing 10 percent, or 356 percent reducing
20 percent.

2 Burplus reduction payment rate set at
$1 less than market price,
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Payment program with market price at $2.90
(70 percent of parity), 196364 marketing
year—Continued

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES—Continued

Supplemental payments on
547 million hundred-
weights of cooperator milk
at 40 cents per hundred-

oyt S S R o R L) $219, 000, 000
Purchases of 600 million
pounds NFIM 4. __________ 90, 000, 000
Total program ex-
penditure_______. 489, 000, 000
EFFECT ON A COOPERATING
PRODUCER
Present ' gross from 1,000
hundredweights of milk__ 8,110
Under McCarthy-Humphrey
program:
Market return on 900
hundredweights ___.____ 2,610
Surplus reduction pay-
DO e e ooy vt i 190
Supplemental payment._.__ 860
Gross from 900 hun-
dredwelghts _______ 8, 160

! Bupplemental payment rate set at level
adequate to make gross income of cooperator
slightly higher than at 75 percent of parity
under present program. Also assumes 50
percent of cooperators are Federal order
producers receiving payment on 28 percent
of milk marketed.

¢ Purchases of NFIM equal to quantity by
which present percent surplus of nonfat milk
solids exceeds present percentage surplus of
milk fat.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am hopeful the
Senate will see fit to send to conference,
for purposes of whatever refinement may
be permitted there, a dairy program
which would do something, first, about
the growth of the accumulation in Gov-

ernment hands of dairy products, which

is a very serious matter. Second, the
sharp drop in dairy income. Dairy
farmers are among the hardest working
farmers we have. They have high costs
of operation and maintenance. Third,
the program would reduce the cost to the
taxpayers, according to the Department
of Agriculture’s own estimates, by $110
million in 1 year, which is no small
amount of money in any program or in
any bill.

I would appreciate the comments of
the chairman on the subject, because I
feel the proposal merits support.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I re-
gret to say that I do not favor the
amendment. As I stated yesterday and
last Friday, the milk program deserves
a great deal of study. In order to attain
that goal, I introduced a bill which
would serve as a vehicle for the holding
of hearings during the recess and early
next year in the hope that we can get a
dairy bill together.

As the Senator is aware, an almost
identical amendment was offered to the
Senate in May when we considered
S. 3225. At that time I objected to the
amendment, and the Senate voted it
down. I hope the Senate will take the
same steps this time so that we can go
along with the bill.

Mr,. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. As I understand,
the House bill does contain a dairy
section.

Mr. ELLENDER. Iunderstand that it
does.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my sincere
hope that the measure which has been
developed by my distinguished colleague
[Mr, McCarTHY]—and I pay particular
respect to him for the work he has put
into this proposal—it is my hope that
in conference the main features of the
amendment will be incorporated. It is
my hope the Senate will vote favorably
upon the amendment. I make that
statement because it offers at least some
temporary relief. It offers the relief on
a tried and tested principle of what we
call surplus reduction payments, along
the lines that have been incorporated in
the emergency feed grain program. It
also provides for supplemental payments
on the amount the producer markets, so
that, for example, the net income of the
farm producer, by producing 100 hun-
dredweights less of milk, would be higher
than if he produced his full amount.

In other words, the farm producer who
would produce 1,000 hundredweights of
milk would actually receive less money
than if he participated in the program
and produced 900 hundredweights of
milk. This is the kind of program, it
seems to me, which would provide some
relief for the farm producer. It would
provide tax relief for the taxpayer, and
provide some relief for the Government
of the United States in the accumulation
of surpluses.

I am hopeful we can have favorable
action on the amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The proposal was
brought before the committee. The
committee rejected it both last April, as
I recall, and again this time.

I ask unanimous consent that there
may be printed in the REecorp at this
point an explanation of the amendment.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

This amendment is somewhat similar to
the dairy diversion provision of the bill as
passed by the House, but provides in addi-
tion for production payments to participat-
ing producers.

This amendment provides for a diversion
program during the period October 1, 1962,
through March 31, 1964, under which the
Commodity Credit Corporation could (1)
make payments not exceeding $2.50 per hun-
dredweight to producers agreeing to reduce
their milk marketings below their adjusted
marketings for the 1961-62 marketing year,
and (2) make supplemental payments to such
producers in amounts not exceeding the dif-
ference between the U.S. average wholesale
price and 90 percent of parity.

Effective April 1, 1963, the range of price
support levels for milk and butterfat would
be reduced to 70 to 75 percent of parity.

To participate in the program a producer
would have to reduce his marketings at
least 10 percent and could cbtain payments
for a reduction of up to the larger of 25
percent, or 15,000 pounds per quarter. If
the producer failed to reduce as much as he
had agreed to do, but reduced at least 10
percent, he would be eligible for payments
for the amount of the actual reduction, re-
duced by 20 percent of what would have been
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the payment on the quantity he falled to
reduce.

In any marketing order area, payments
from the pool would be adjusted so that the
amounts pald participating producers would
be reduced by reason of their reduced mar-
ketings only by the lowest class price multi-
plied by the reduction.

Mr. President, the Senate Committee on
Agriculture studied a number of dairy pro-
grams during the course of its hearings on,
and consideration of, S. 2786. Some of the
programs studied were mandatory, while
others were voluntary and somewhat along
the lines of the pending amendment. There
was a great deal of opposition to them. The
mandatory programs were opposed as too
restrictive. The voluntary programs were
felt to be ineffective and too costly. At the
time that S. 3225 was before the Senate, the
Senate considered and rejected by a vote of
60 to 21 an amendment by the Senator from
Wisconsin generally similar to the amend-
ment now proposed by him.

The dalry situation is a very serlous one,
as indicated by the letter I recently received
from the Becretary of Agriculture and In-
serted in the REcorp of August 16. I think
the committee should hold further hearings
to explore fully any new proposals or sug-
gestions that can be developed.

I do not believe a satisfactory solution can
be worked out at this moment. While the
pending amendment contains some hopeful
language with respect to assuring that re-
ductions by one producer are not offset
through the transfer of his cows to another
producer, the mechanics for providing such
assurance are not developed. It is a very
complex problem.

As I pointed out when the similar amend-
ment to 8. 3225 was rejected by the Benate,
I doubt that the farmers would feed their
cows less, In order to reduce production.
They would dispose of some of their cows,
while other producers might increase their
herds, possibly by acquisition of the same
COWS.

The average production of a cow in the
United States, as I recall, is approximately
7,000 pounds of milk; and a farmer who had
a cow which was producing 7,000 pounds of
milk could dispose of the cow, and could
obtain from the Government $175, in pay-
ments, at $2.50 a hundred; and the cow
could find its way to another producer who
could obtain from the Government $217.70
for producing milk—assuming that the cow
would then produce the same amount that
it did when it was owned by the other
farmer.

On the other hand, the amendment con-
tains a provision for the making of addi-
tional payments to farmers who would make
this cut. In other words, such a farmer
would be pald at the rate of $2.50 per hun-
dred pounds, for every 100 pounds he reduced
his production; but for the rest of his pro-
duction, the Secretary of Agriculture would
be empowered, under this amendment, to
raise the price—the price on the rest of the
farmer’s milk production—or to give him
compensatory payments, which could go up
from $3.11 to $3.70 a hundred pounds.

So, Mr, President, I cannot understand how
the Government would gain by this amend-
ment; and in view of the fact that the pro-
gram would be a voluntary one, and there
would be no method by which farmers could
be prevented from selling their cows or from
making their cows produce less, I doubt that
the program would have the beneflts in-
tended by the Senator from Minnesota.

So, Mr. President, I shall ask Senators to
vote against this amendment.

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I1yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The proposal of the
Senator from Minnesota makes a great

17247

deal of sense. Very simply, what it
would do would be to permit the farmer
to get as much as $2.50 per hundred-
weight for the milk which he does not
produce. It makes sense for the reason
that if the farmer does produce the milk,
the Federal Government must pay $4.50
forit. Therefore the Government would
save $2 for every hundredweight. In
many cases the dairy farmer would be
better off. He would reduce his produc-
tion. Storage costs would be cut. The
program adds up and makes a great deal
of sense.

I understand that there is a chance,
at least, that the amendment will not
be accepted. It may not be agreed to.
But the House measure contains that
kind of provision, as I understand. I
join the Senator from Minnesota in urg-
ing and pleading with the chairman to
give real consideration to the amend-
ment in conference. I hope and pray
that he will at least give dairy farmers
an opportunity to try that program for
a few months. I think that, according to
the House bill, the program would con-
tinue to June 1. Let us see if that kind
of program would work. If it should
work, it would cut Government costs
and increase farm income.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I merely wish
to say to the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota that this is not a local mat-
ter of interest in his State and the ad-
joining State of the Senator from Wis-
consin. The dairy farmers of my State
have informed me that about 90 percent
of the dairy farmers in my State favor
the proposed method of attempting to
solve some of their difficult problems,
and at the same time, as the Senator
from Minnesota has pointed out, it would
reduce the cost to the Government of
this very program. I join in recom-
mending that they be given an opportu-
nity to see whether they can better
themselves. At the same time the cost
to the Government of the program would
be reduced in the manner advocated by
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY].

Mr, HART. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iyield.

Mr. HART. I congratulate both the
distinguished Senators from Minnesota
for developing the proposal that the
Senate is now considering, and to ex-
press the hope, as they and other Sena-
tors have done, that the committee will
be able to hear from those most directly
concerned—the milk producers—some
measure of agreement when the hearings
are held,

Michigan has produced not only much
milk of high quality but a very able
leader in the dairy industry in America.
Not only is he president of the Michigan
Milk Producers Association but also he
is president of the National Milk Pro-
ducers Federation. I speak of Glenn
Lake. I ask unanimous consent that an
editorial written by Glenn Lake in the
Michigan Milk Producers Messenger en-
titled “We're Riding a Tiger” be printed
in the Recorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

WE'RE RIDING A TIGER
(By Glenn Lake)

The cost of the dairy price support pro-
gram to date has not been very great—aver-
aging about $238 million every year for the
past 10 years. That's a lot of money but it's
far less proportionately than has been spent
to support prices of other agricultural prod-
ucts.

If present milk production econtinues
though, and no new ways are found to dis-
pose of dalry products, Commodity Credit
Corporation will have to lay out better than
$600 million this year to support milk prices.
That kind of money—twice what the White
House says can be justified for a dairy pro-
gram—is certain to arouse the public and
Congress.

The Government may have 500 million
pounds of butter and a billlon pounds of
powder on hand by the end of this market-
ing year. It looks now a&s if 10 to 12 percent
of our 1962 milk output will have to be mar-
keted through Government programs.

Some Congressmen are already saying that
this tremendous buildup of surplus dairy
products will almost certainly result in the
loss of present guaranteed minimum sup-
ports at 756 percent of parity. Others believe
dalry farmers have a better deal than the
rest of agriculture and should accept lower
supports (65 percent of parity has been sug-
gested), or production controls, to reduce
the cost of the dalry program,

A PERILOUS RIDE

We may argue against production controls
and insist that present support levels are
vitally necessary, but it is apparent we are
weakening ourselves economically, politically,
and institutionally by our own production
efficiency. Nor can we argue with the fact
that continuation of present production,
without a corresponding Increase in sales, is
bound to result in lower prices regardless
of what the Government does.

In a sense we are riaing a tiger and dare
not get off. Dairy farmers are forced to in-
crease production to meet rising costs. Yet
this increased output continually drives our
prices down, forcing even greater expansion.
We must ask ourselves if we are to continue
this perilous ride or if there is a course of
action that makes more economic sense.

While I do not think we should grasp at
just any program in the belief that anything
is better than what we now have, I do be-
lieve that dairy farmers must make a choice
and must recognize that there is no course
of actlon open to us which offers a simple
or painless solution.

THREE CHOICES

In my oplnion our cholces have been nar-
rowed down to three categories: (1) The
economic application of price—let supply
and demand correct the situation; (2) self-
imposed restraint or reduction of output
through cooperatives; (3) Government pro-
grams.

If we choose the supply-demand route, that
is, no program of any kind—we must be
ready to take an 80 cents to $1 cut in milk
prices. That would probably balance supply
and demand after awhile, but for the short
run at least, such a program would border
on economic suicide for dairy farmers, forc-
ing many out of business.

Production control programs administered
through co-ops are voluntary by nature.
Their practicality might be questioned since
they would place a premium on being a non-
member, Producers could escape controls
simply by becoming nonmembers.

Properly enforced Government production
controls as proposed in recent months could
undoubtedly balance supply with demand.
But if such programs were to sustain or im-
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prove net farm income, they must be accom-

panied by an increase in the price of milk.

Such an increase has not been proposed or

assured in any legislation thus far advanced.
CANT HAVE EVERYTHING

No matter what kind of program we might
eventually have, we cannot have lower food
costs to the consumer, lower Government
costs, and better farm income all at the same
time. Legislation suggested up to this point
has emphasized the first two of these points,
but has not provided for any improvement
in dairy farmers’ net income.

Regardless of how we may feel about the
present unpleasant situation or the cholces
open to us, we cannot close our eyes and
hope the problem will go away. It won't.

The administration’s farm policles are
almed at controlling production and cutting
costs of the dairy program in one way or
another. We would be nalve to think we are
not golng to have more Government in the
dairy industry. It is up to us to see that
we have the kind of program that is sound
and will benefit our industry.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, unlike
the Senator from Louisiana, I can op-
pose the amendment offered by my
esteemed colleague from Minnesota
without particular regret. I do not
think it is a good amendment. In fact,
I do not think it would be & good idea to
pay farmers $2.50 a hundred for not pro-
ducing milk from October 1 until next
spring, which is through the short sea-
son, and at the same time permit them
to sell or lease their cows to one of their
neighbors or relatives, who would get
paid for milking them.

Mr. President, I should like to take
about 2 minutes to put in the ReEcorp a
few facts as to what has been transpiring
in the dairy industry during the last 18
months. On April 1, 1961, the Com-
modity Credit Corporation owned no
butter whatsoever. On August 17, 1962,
the Commodity Credit Corporation
owned 356,241,900 pounds of butter.

On April 1, 1961, the Commodity
Credit Corporation owned no cheese
whatever. On August 17, 1962, the
Commodity Credit Corporation owned
106,796,800 pounds of cheese.

Since Congress last spring killed the
administration’s program for controlling
the dairy industry, the production of milk
has dropped below last year for two suc-
cessive months, and continues to drop.
The consumption of fluid milk has in-
creased materially above last year.
Prices for milk, except for manufactur-
ing purposes, have sharply increased in
many areas; not in all, but in many.

Commeodity Credit Corporation pur-
chases of butter and cheese have dropped
below last year during 5 of the last 6
weeks.

The Secretary submits figures to the
public to show that purchases of butter
and cheese are greater this year than
they were in 1961. We must remember,
however, that the Secretary did not get
a chance to start the New Frontier pro-
gram for milk until April 1961, and that
there were 3 months of 1961 when there
were no purchases made whatever, So
when the Secretary says that we have
bought more butter and cheese this year
than we did in the first 7 months of last
year, he is entirely correct, but he for-
gets to inform the public that he includes
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3 months of last year when there were
no purchases under the previous pro-
gram,

The butter market has been injured.
There is no question about that fact. It
happened for different reasons. The
consumption of butter has dropped.
There is one particular reason for that
fact. On June 15, 1961, the farmers
were receiving $2.60 a bushel for soy-
beans, and there was no excess of soy-
beans in the country. In the spring of
1961, the Secretary asked farmers to in-
crease their planting of soybeans heavily,
and to make sure that they did he raised
support prices for 1961 from $1.86 a
bushel to $2.30 a bushel. They planted
in accordance with that request. They
planted so much that the soybean crop
last year hit almost 700 million bushels,
by far the greatest production in this
country. This year they will produce
more. The price to farmers in 1961 for
soybeans was $2.60 a bushel. It has
dropped this year to $2.34 a bushel. The
worst of it is that the price of soybean
oil has gone straight down until yester-
day it was only 815 cents a pound; 8-cent
oil knocks the props from under 58-cent
butter. That is one thing that is hap-
pening to our butter market, although,
as I have said, the Government presently
is not buying as much butter as it was a
year ago.

To offset the low prices of soybean oil,
the processors in the last 2 years have
raised the price of soybean meal 40 per-
cent. That is where the cattle feeders
come into the picture. The livestock
growers are being asked to pay the. cost
of the folly of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture last year by encouraging people to
go into soybeans over their necks.

The pending amendment should not be
adopted. The chairman has stated that
he will hold hearings on the dairy situa-
tion. The dairy situation is improving,
although I am willing to admit that there
is a peculiar problem in those areas
where purchases of manufacturing milk
only are made. I hopethat in the course
of the hearings we may find out what
ought to be done about it. For those
reasons I must oppose the amendment
offered by my friend, the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
ﬁenator from Minnesota yield for a ques-

on?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. MILLER. I should like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota a
few questions. On the last page of the
amendment reference is made to support
prices. Do I understand that these sup-
port prices would be paid to all dairy
farmers, both those who go into the vol-
untary program and those who do not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The present law
requires that all producers are eligible
for the 75-percent support prices. The
amendment would reduce the 75 percent
to 70 percent. Those who participated
in the program and voluntarily cut back
would get what we call surplus supple-
mental payments., They would be the
only ones that would get it.

Mr. MILLER. The support prices
would be the same for both groups?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Just as it is under
present law. Our amendment reduces
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the support price from 75 percent to
70 percent for all participants. This
would include nonparticipants as well as
those in the program.

Mr. MILLER. The point I wanted to
bring out was that although the pro-
visions of the amendment are referred
to as being similar to the emergency
feed grains program, it seems to me there
is a substantial difference with respect
to support prices, because under the
emergency feed grains program, the one
who goes into the production program is
guaranteed a higher support price than
the one who does not, whereas under
the pending amendment they are both
treated the same.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator
would read the whole amendment he
would find that those who go into the
program, while they would get the same
support price level, would also get an
additional support level, so that their net
income would be brought up consider-
ably.

Mr. MILLER. Is the additional sup-
port to which the Senator has referred
covered by section 331 on page 5?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is covered by
section 327 on page 2, and also by section
328 on page 3, which relates to the so-
called normal marketing level, and it is
also covered by section 331.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senators from Min-
nesota, to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment. If there be no further
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of
the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, ear-
lier we discussed the possibility of a final
vote on the bill tomorrow. I now pro-
pound a unanimous-consent request, I
ask unanimous consent to dispense with
. the requirement for a quorum ecall un-
der rule XII before submitting an agree-
ment to vote on final passage of the bill
at a specified time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
vote on final passage of HR. 12391 at
2 p.m. tomorrow, and that the time on
the bill be equally divided between the
majority leader and the minority lead-
er after the conclusion of the morning
business until 2 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. What time
does the Senator contemplate that the
Senate will convene?
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Mr,. HUMPHREY. At 1la.m,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered.

The unanimous-consent agreement,
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:

Ordered, That the Senate vote at 2 pm.,,
on Wednesday, August 22, 1962, on final
passage of H.R. 12391, to improve and pro-
tect farm income, to reduce costs of farm
programs to the Federal Government, to re-
duce the Federal Government's excessive
stocks of agricultural commodities, to main-
tain reasonable and stable prices of agri-
cultural commodities and products to con-
sumers, to provide adequate supplies of
agricultural commodities for domestic and
foreign needs, to conserve natural resources,
and for other purposes; Provided, That the
time after the morning business be equally
divided and controlled by the majority and
minority leaders.

TEXAS, LARGEST FARM BSTATE, FAVORS FARM
BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the State of Texas, which with 232,000
farms has more farms than any other
State in the Nation, has a vital stake in
the pending farm legislation.

In my opinion, we will be courting ec-
onomic disaster for many of our farm-
ers, should we fail to pass extended, new
and improved legislation this year.

Failure to act will force us to con-
tinue under an unchanged and unsatis-
factory program dating back to 1958.

Many areas of Texas are currently
hard hit by extremely hot and dry
weather. My home city of Austin had
over 55 days without rain, If farm
prices are permitted to fall to the level
permitted by the 1958 program, untold
hardships will be brought down on our
farm population.

The impact of income losses in agri-
culture, added to the blows already dealt
to national stability by an unstable econ-
omy and a high level of unemployment,
is something that must be and can be
avoided by this Congress.

The national economy has a stake in
the farmer’s plight. A downhill slide
is hard to stop. The repeal of all farm
support legislation would bankrupt
American agriculture, and the drought-
stricken areas will suffer first and most.
Hundreds of thousands of farm families
would be driven into the cities’ bread-
lines if the farm price support programs
were terminated.

Three of our major farm organiza-
tions, the National Farmers Union, the
National Grange, and the National As-
sociation of Wheat Growers, are jointly
working for enactment of g strong farm
bill during this session of the Congress.
They are for this bill.

It is true the wheat legislation being
proposed may have been delayed too
long by congressional inaction, but it is
still a good program and should be
passed.

The dairy farmers of Texas and
throughout the United States need a pro-
gram to stablize their industry and I
favor a voluntary program similar to
last year's feed grain program now being
proposed in an amendment by Senator
McCarTHY. This amendment should also
be included when we pass the farm bill,
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Mr. President, I cannot overempha-
size the importance of this body acting
now to pass an effective farm bill. I
am for H.R. 12391 and shall vote for
its passage.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I in-
dicated several weeks ago when the ear-
lier agricultural legislation was under
consideration by the Senate that I hoped
that the Congress would move with a
great deal of caution and that we not
saddle farmers and ranchers with the so-
called supply-management controls. A
lot of water has gone over the dam since
that time. The House in its wisdom
has turned down the 1962 version of
the Cochrane-Freeman supply-control
scheme.

Again, I would suggest to my colleagues
that we should move with a great deal of
caution at this late date in dealing with
this very important segment of our
economy.

As I have indicated on previous occa-
sions to the Senate, agriculture is one of
the mainstays in the economy of the
great State of Utah. The cash receipts
from farm marketings last year amount-
ed to an impressive $156,193,000. About
$125 million of this income was from
livestock and livestock products. The
great bulk of our income from agricul-
ture is from beef cattle, dairying, and
production of lambs and wool.

The principal elements of the bill now
under consideration deal with the two
most vital segments of our agricultural
economy; namely, livestock and livestock
products, and wheat.

If I understand correctly, the admin-
istration has abandoned its supply-man-
agement, mandatory program for feed
grains for 1963. I am happy that this
decision has been made, because it is my
opinion that the Congress is in no mood
to inflict such drastic controls on the
segment of the agricultural enferprise
that accounts for about 56 percent of the
total cash farm receipts.

If my information is correct, it seems
to be the intention of the administration
now to support a simple extension of the
emergency feed grain program for 1963.
This is the program that Mr. Freeman
condemned so severely during the debate
of this bill in the House.

One June 8, 1962, the Secretary of
Agriculture sent a ccmmunication to
every Member of the House wherein he
pointed out on page 2 of a letter ad-
dressed to Congressman HaroLp D,
CooLEY, chairman of the House Agricul-
ture Committee, that extension of the
1961-62 emergency programs would cost
for feed grains $1,200 million and for
wheat $1,217 million—a total of $2,417
million. I am a little surprised that in
light of this statement and in light of the
recent talk about a balanced budget that
the Secretary of Agriculture would now
suggest that the Senate of the United
States adopt such an expensive program.

With regard to the cost of the emer-
gency wheat program, I remember well
the statement made by the chairman of
the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, and I quote:

To authorize the temporary program for
2 more years would cost the taxpayers, ac-
cording to the most recent estimate $333
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million per year to reduce wheat production
by about 100 million bushels, In other
words, it would cost the Government $3.30
per bushel to curtail production of 100
million bushels of wheat per year.

According to the Commodity Credit
Corporation’s latest information, pay-
ments to farmers under the 1962 feed
grain program will be about $114 million
more than the $896 million paid in 1961.
I would point out to my colleagues that
this is slightly over a billion dollars that
would be paid out on the 1962 feed grain
crops. But, in spite of this vast expendi-
ture of money, as of August 1, 1962, the
estimate of production of feed grains is
139,506,000 tons as compared to 131,-
132,000 tons for the same date in 1961.
This represents 106.4 percent of the
August 1, 1961 figure, The August 1,
1962, total includes 3,549,633,000 bushels
of corn for grain as compared with 3,-
352,037 bushels on the same date in
1961. For grain sorghum the figures in-
dicate a production of 485,170,000 bushels
for 1962 as compared with 454,564,000
bushels in 1961, The production of oats
and barley are also increased above the
1961 figure.

The Department of Agriculture shows
a slight reduction in the production of
corn in 1962 as compared to 1961, but I
would call attention to the fact that
this is quite an unrealistic approach
when we compare the August 1, 1962,
estimate with the final estimate for 1961.
It should be further noted that the Au-
gust estimate in 1961 went up 13 per-
cent from that date and the final esti-
mate. If the same situation prevails in
1962—and there is every indication it
will—then we could come up with a
vastly increased corn production over
1961.

Turning now to wheat—which is a
basic commodity in many sections of the
country, including the great State of
Utah—I would point out that even
though we have a larger carryover of
wheat than is desired and needed to meet
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our requirements, roughly 83 percent of
this wheat is composed of the Hard Red
Winter class. I ask consent to insert
a table showing the wheat production
carryover by classes, for the period
1957-61 and for the 1962 crop year. The
types of wheat grown in Utah are, for
the most part, not in oversupply. For
example, the carryover for Soft Red
Winter wheat was only 1.7 percent.

The Secretary of Agriculture has al-
ready announced a wheat referendum
for August 30. This referendum is au-
thorized by present permanent legisla-
tion, the Agricultural Act of 1938. In
my estimation, it would be unwise for
the Congress to enact any legislation at
this late date that would change the
plans of the Secretary of Agriculture
for conducting his referendum. Mind
you, it is scheduled for a week from Fri-
day. I suggest that we allow this refer-
endum to go foward as planned and that
we take no action with regard to wheat
for 1963, and that each of us go back
to our respective States, and through the
farm organizations, the wheatgrowers’
associations, and individual wheat pro-
ducers, try to ascertain the best possible
solution to this problem and come back
at the beginning of the 88th Congress
and take a fresh start and a fresh look
at this problem.

I would support a simple amendment
to this bill which would authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to implement
a voluntary wheat reduction program for
1963. By so doing, it would not inter-
fere at all with the referendum pro-
cedure set up and would give those
farmers who desire an opportunity to
make reductions.

The so-called multiple-price plan for
wheat, as embodied in title IIT-B of H.R.
12391, delegates tremendous authority to
the Secretary of Agriculture. I believe
that there are over 20 authorities
granted by this title that would make
the Secretary of Agriculture a virtual
czar over wheat. I ask consent to insert
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in the REcorp a listing of these power
grants to the Secretary. I recognize the
need to place reasonable controls on the
expenditure of Federal funds, but I be-
come gravely concerned when I review
the extraordinary discretionary powers
this bill gives to the Secretary of Agri-
culture to issue regulations applicable to
producers, processors, warehousemen,
and exporters.

Recent revelations of scandal within
the Department of Agriculture should
serve as ample warning against the dan-
ger of placing additional bureaucratic
powers in the hands of those who would
control agriculture.

Last, but by no means least, I am con-
cerned about the impact of this bill on
the consumer. This complicated ver-
sion of the multiple-price wheat plan
imposes a bread tax on our domestic
consumers. I ask consent to insert in
the Recorp an editorial from the Modern
Miller and Bakers News expressing
concern over the trend of events. By
authorizing the inclusion of export wheat
in the primary market it would further
raise already high export costs. On the
other hand, the blended pricing would
subsidize the dumping of noncertificate
wheat in the domestic feed market to the
detriment of producers of feed grains,
livestock, dairy, and poultry.

There is such a thing as too much
theoretical dabbling with agricultural
economic factors. In summary, this
legislation hurts everyone: The poultry,
dairy and livestock farmers in particu-
lar, and the consumers, and taxpayers
in general, and that, my fellow col-
leagues, covers all of us. In my opinion
no new legislation is preferable to this
emergency bill.

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the requests of the Senator
from Utah?

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Wheat production, carryover, total supply, and perceniages by class, 1957-61 averages, annual 1961-62

Production Carryover Total supply
Class 1957-61 average 1962 crop 1057-61 average July 1, 1062 1957-61 amn;;e Year 1961

Million | Percent | Million | Percent | Million | Percent | Million | Percent | Million | Percent | Million | P t

bushels | of total | bushels | of total | bushels | oftotal | bushels | of total | bushels | of total | bushels n?g?;l
Hard Red Winter. 687 56.1 756 61.1 863 4.3 1,120 83.8 1, 550 84.7 1,804 70.3
Soft Red Winter_ 179 14. 6 208 16. 4 12 1.0 23 1.7 191 8.0 216 81
Hard Red Spring_. 171 14.0 116 0.4 221 19.0 176 13.1 400 16.7 350 13.5
White. 161 13.1 142 1.5 49 4.2 25 1.8 210 8.8 180 6.8
Durum 27 2.2 19 L6 17 LS 1 $1 44 18 35 1.3
Total 1,225 100.0 | 1,236 100.0 1,162 100.0 1,345 100.0 2,395 100.0 2,653 100.0

Disposition of wheat by class, 1957-61 average, marketing year 1961-62
1957-61 average 1061-62 average

Class Domestie Exports Total disappearance Domestic Exports Total disappearance

Million | Percent | Million | Percent | Million | Percent | Milllon | Percent | Million | Percent | Million | Percent

bushels | of total | bushels | oftotal | bushels | of total | bushels | of total | bushels | of total . | of total

Hard Red Winter. 256 42.8 336 61.3 592 5.7 262 44.1 482 67. 7

Soft Red Winter. 132 2.1 45 8.2 177 15.4 135 22,7 57 8, 3 ig ﬁ g
Hard Red Spring. 141 28.6 42 .7 183 16.0 140 23.5 43 6.0 183 14.0
White 45 7.5 120 21.9 165 14.4 40 6.7 115 16.1 155 1L 8
Duram ... 24 4.0 5 .0 29 2.5 18 3.0 16 2.3 34 2.6
Total. ... 698 100.0 548 100.0 1,146 100.0 595 100.0 713 100.0 1,308 100.0
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Trrie III-B or HR. 12391 DELEGATES BROAD
AUTHORITY TO SECRETARY

Major discretionary authorities are sum-
marized below:

Authority to determine if referendum
shall be for 1, 2, or 3 years.

Authority to determine size of national
marketing quota (not less than 1 billion
bushels) and to determine annual drawdown
of stocks.

Authority to determine that allotment for
any type of wheat in short supply shall be
increased above allotment otherwise com-
puted in amount determined by the Secre-
tary.

Authority to exclude from program any
State with less than 25,000 acres of allotment.

Authority to determine what may be
planted on diverted acreage, the amount by
which the diversion payment will be reduced
if such crops are planted, and whether or
not diverted acreage may be grazed.

Authority to determine the amount of
payment for wheat diverted acreage (not
more than 50 percent of the support rate
on normal yield).

Authority to determine conservation uses
which must be practiced on diverted acreage
and to determine a conservation base on
each farm which must be exceeded by acre-
age of wheat diverted and to adjust payment
for fallure to comply with conservation re-
quirements.

Authority to determine if advance diver-
sion payments shall be made (not to exceed
50 percent of total).

Authority to establish such terms and
conditions not specified in law as Secretary
deems “desirable to effectuate purposes” of
conservation program.

Authority to determine how many the
number of wheat-marketing certificates that
shall be issued for food and export (export
includes wheat disposed of under Public Law
480, including donations and sales for for-
eign currencies).

Authority to determine the value of wheat-
marketing certificates.

Authority to issue regulations relating to
transfer of wheat-marketing certificates.

Authority to determine under what cir-
cumstances wheat-marketing certificates
shall be purchased by CCC from farmers.

Authority to determine if CCC should es-
tablish a pool for marketing certificates and
to prescribe regulations relating thereto and
the fees to be charged for handling mar-
keting certificates.

Authority to establish conversion factors
to determine amount of wheat in any food
product.

Authority to “take such action as he de-
termines to be necessary to facilitate the
transition” to the new program.

Authority to exempt “all or a portion” of
food products in process on effective date of
new program or to sell owners thereof cer-
tificates at such prices as the Secretary may
determine,

Authority to require processors, warehouse-
men, exporters, and others dealing with
wheat certificates to ‘“keep such records as
the Secretary finds to be necessary.”

Authority to require processors, ware-
housemen, exporters, and others dealing with
wheat certificates to submit such reports as
the Secretary finds necessary.

Authority to examine the books, papers,
records, accounts, correspondence, contracts,
documents, and memorandums as the Sec-
retary finds necessary to ascertain the cor-
rectness of records and reports,

Authority to deny marketing certificates
to any producer “in whole or in part, as the
Secretary may determine” for any violation
of the law or regulations, without judicial
action.

Authority to “prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this subtitle.”
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Authority to establish a level of price sup-
port for certificate wheat at any level be-
tween 65 and 90 percent of parity.

Authority to establish the level of price
support for noncertificate wheat,

CONCLUSION

The Secretary of Agriculture would become
the czar of the wheat industry, with ex-
traor discretionary powers to issue reg-
ulations applicable to producers, processors,
warehousemen, and exporters.

MopERN MILLER & BAKERS NEWS, JULY 7, 1962

(By C. M. Yeager)

Inasmuch as the people of the United
States have traded so many of their rights
for the securlty offered by soclalization, it
is no great surprise that they now find them-
selves victims of Incompetent leadership,
about which they can, momentarily, do ab-
solutely nothing. Agriculture is in the most
glorious state of snafu since the locusts of
Biblical fame. The arbitrary dictum which
foisted sedimentation on commercial wheat
users was as lrresponsible as it was idiotic.
It has resulted in a state of confusion in
which no one can see a satisfactory conclu-
slon.

With the new loan basis which became
effective July 1, the price of wheat auto-
matically became enough higher to satisfy
the objectives of Secretary Freeman, but it
seems that those objectives are insatiable.
It was an insult to reason to add a bonus
via the sedimentation test, adding exorbitant
premiums to an already exorbitant base price.
A selling point for sedimentation was that
it would establish a better quality evalua-
tion for forelgn buyers. We have a Govern-
ment team abroad now “explalning” sedi-
mentation and this team is getting a big
horse laugh, In fact, foreign colossal non-
sense. Maybe they still carry the illusion
that we can do anything about it. Maybe
they don't know that we have sacrificed the
right to do anything about it.

Be that as it may, millers and bakers are
in a situation where intelligent action in
either wheat or flour buying is impossible.
At present, opinion is that the less one does,
the more likely he will be to minimize costly
mistakes. The amount of wheat millers have
accumulated is a drop in the bucket com-
pared with their usual holdings at this
point in the harvest. Sheer necessity com-
pels them to buy some to fill the immediate
needs of their customers, but they dare not
amass wheat when bakers are not resigned
to pay the price for flour which wheat costs
impel. So wheat that millers and grain
men would customarily own is going into
the Government wvaults, where ordinary
wheat assumes blue-chip value.

Thus two separate and distinct markets
are created. One, the commercial market,
is based on protein values and farinograph
curves that reflect baking value. This is a
limited market, where the buyer is trying to
get something for his money even if he has
to pay unrealistic premiums. The other is a
Government market which takes anything
with the taxpayers’ money. It’s rough com-
petition.

It seems likely that flour buying will under-
go a radical change. Bakers are altogether
unwilling to commit themselves to long-term
purchases wherein they see no possible ad-
vantage. There is the possibility, suspected
by many, but so far unproved, that sedi-
mentation values decline in storage, whereas
protein remains unchanged. If this be so,
maybe some of the artificial premiums on
wheat will vanish. At this point, one must
conjure with rust damage, an unknown
quantity in the spring wheat crop, though it
looks good now, adverse legislation, possible
less world demand for Amerlcan wheat.

All these make flour buying a wide-open
matter of guesswork or speculation in which
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individual opinions will express themselves
through the coming months. The great
mass buying movements of recent years
are less likely to occur under such adverse
clrcumstances. At any rate, nothing can
forestall much higher flour prices nor stay
the inevitable increase in the price of bread.

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO IN-
SURE MORTGAGES UNDER BSEC-
TIONS 809 AND 810 OF NATIONAL
HOUSING ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate the amendments of the House
of Representatives to the bill (8. 2876) to
extend the authority to insure mortgages
under sections 809 and 810 of the Na-
tional Housing Act, and to extend the
coverage of section 810 to include persons
employed at or in connection with an in-
stallation of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration or the Atomic
Energy Commission, which were, to
strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That the last proviso in sectlon 803(a) of
the National Housing Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “under this title” and
inserting in lieu thereof “under this section’;
and

(2) by striking out “under section 803 of
this title” and inserting in lleu thereof
“under this section".

Sec. 2, Sectlon 809(f) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out “and
the expiration date of the Commissioner’s
authority to insure”, and by adding at the
end thereof the following new sentence: “No
more mortgages shall be insured under this
section after October 1, 1963, except pursuant
to a commitment to insure before such date.”

Sec. 3, Sectlon 810(k) of the National
Housing Act 1s amended by striking out “and
the expiration date of the Commissioner's
authority to insure”, and by adding at the
end thereof the following new sentence: “No
more mortgages shall be insured under this
section after October 1, 1963, except pursuant
to a commitment to insure before such date.”

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An Act to extend for one year the au-
thority to insure mortgages under sec-
tions 809 and 810 of the National Hous-
ing Act.”

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Alabama.

The motion was agreed to.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS
By unanimous consent, the following
additional routine business was trans-
acted:

ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, by
unanimous consent, introduced a bill (8.
3662) to authorize improvements for the
prevention of beach erosion and hurri-
cane damages along the south shore of
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, N.J.,
which was read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Public Works.
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DRUG INDUSTRY ANTITRUST ACT—
AMENDMENT

Mr. KEFAUVER (for himself, Mr.
Dopp, and Mr. Harr) submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to the bill (S. 1552) to
amend and supplement the antitrust
laws with respect to the manufacture
and distribution of drugs, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES
CODE, TO PROVIDE INCREASES IN
RATES OF DISABILITY COMPEN-
SATION—AMENDMENT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
him, to the bill (HR. 10743) to amend
title 38, United States Code, to provide
increases in rates of disability compen-
sation, and for other purposes, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 O'CLOCK
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. HUOMPHREY. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. to-
morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
7 o’clock and 50 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned, under the previous order,
until tomorrow, Wednesday, August 22,
1962, at 11 o'clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate, August 21, 1962:
U.S. Apvisory COMMISSION ON INFORMATION

John L. Seigenthaler, of Tennessee, to be
a member of the U.S. Advisory Commission
on Information for the remainder of the
term expiring January 27, 1964, and until his
successor has been appointed and gqualified,
vice Jonathan W, Daniels, resigned.

DIirLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Bervice officers of class 2 and secretaries in
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Givon Parsons, of Texas.

B. Winfred Ruffner, of Tennessee.

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Bervice officers of class 3 and secretaries in
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Arthur A. Compton, of Michigan.,

Richard H. Courtenaye, of California.

Miss Eileen R. Donovan, of Massachusetts.

Terrance G. Leonhardy, of North Dakota.

James H. McFarland, Jr., of Michigan.

Miss Edna H. Barr, of Ohio, for reappoint-
ment in the Foreign Service as a Foreign

* Service officer of class 5, a consul, and a sec-

in the diplomatic service of the

United States of America, in accordance with

the provisions of section 520(a) of the For-
eign Service Act of 1946, as amended.

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 8 to class 7T:

Francesco J. Alberti, Jr., of California.

Charles E. Angevine, of Colorado.

Merle E. Arp, of Iowa.

Thomas F. Barthelemy, of Ohio.

Lyndall G. Beamer, of Illinois.

J. Peter Becker, of Pennsylvania.

Miss Margaret E. Beshore, of Indiana,
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Harry R. Bleling, Jr., of New York.

James K. Bishop, Jr., of New York.

William D. Boggs, of West Virginia.

John A. Boyle, of New York.

Alfred P. Brainard, of Washington.

Joseph R. Breton, of Massachusetts.

Gordon S. Brown, of California.

James A. Budeit, of Nebraska.

Moises L. Cantolla, of California.

Robert C. Cary, of Washington.

Louis N. Cavanaugh, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

Glenn Richard Cella, of New York.

Timothy W. Childs, of Connecticut.

William P. Clappin, of Virginia.

Hovey C. Clark, of New Jersey.

Carl John Clement, of Minnesota.

Harry L. Coburn, of New York.

John Albert Collins, of New York.

Thomas C. Colwell, of California.

Gordon A. Cornell, of Massachusetts.

Edwin G. Corr, of Oklahoma.

Anthony 8. Dalsimer, of New York.

Ernest B. Dane III, of Massachusetts.

John 8. Davison, of Michigan.

R. Robin DeLaBarre, of the District of
Columbia.

John W. DeWitt, of Pennsylvania.

V. Raymond Dickey, of South Dakota.

David H. Dinwoodie, of Colorado.

Richard J. Dols, of Minnesota.

Felix Dorough, of Alabama.

William J. Duiker III, of the District of
Columbia.

William H. Edgar, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

David K. Edminster, of the District of
Columbia.

Emil P. Ericksen, of California.

Robert E. Ezelle, of California.

James Ferrer, Jr., of California.

Robert M, Fouché, of South Carolina.

Anthony G. Freeman, of New Jersey.

Miss Marlene W. Futterman, of New York.

Gregory Gay, of Ohio.

Gerald D. Gilbertson, of California.

Philip C. Gill, of California.

Ernest Thomas Greene, of New Hampshire,

Robert V. D. Griffin, of California.

J. Guy Gwynne, of Arkansas.

Miss Lols Haase, of Missouri.

James T. Hackett, of California.

Samuel J. Hamrick, Jr., of Eentucky.

Donald F. Hart, of Massachusetts.

Pilerre M. Hartman, of Colorado.

Martin G. Heflin, of Florida.

Frank G. Helman, of Pennsylvania.

Charles Higginson, of Massachusetts.

Richard Hines, of New York.

Herbert A. Hoffman, of Pennsylvania.

James F. Hughes III, of New York.

Mrs. Sandra A. Humphrey, of New Jersey.

L. Richard Jackson, of Missouri.

William Harding Jackson, Jr., of Virginia.

Jay K. Katzen, of New York.

George Lockwood Kelly, of Georgila.

Harmon E. Kirby, of Ohio.

Anthony 8. Kochanek, Jr., of New Jersey.

Thor H. Euniholm, of the District of Co-

lumbia.

Walter J. Landry, of Louisiana.

James O. Langland, of Iowa.

Donald R. Lesh, of Massachusetts.

Paul A, London, of New York.

Howard C. Loper, of Pennsylvania.

Matthew T. Lorimer, of New Hampshire.

George E. Lowe, of Illinois.

Hallock R. Lucius, of Montana.

Robert S, McClellan, of New York.

William J. McDonough, of Illineis.

John J. MacDougall, of Massachusetts.

Donald M. Maclay, of Pennsylvania.

Edward A. Mainland, of California,

Thomas W. Mapp, of California.

‘William H. Marsh, of Pennsylvania.

Jim B. Marshall, of Tennessee.

Robert A. Martin, of Pennsylvania.

Harlan G. Moen, of Wisconsin.

Gerald Joseph Monroe, of New Mexico.

John B. Moody, of Georgia.

James H. Moss, of the District of Columbia.

Gerald H. Murphy, of New York.

William V. P. Newlin, of Pennsylvania.
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Thomas J. O'Donnell, of Michigan.
Donathon C. Olliff, of Alabama.
Robert O'Netl, of Virginia.
Robert H. Pelletreau, Jr., of New York.
John D. Perkins, of Indiana.
Donald K. Petterson, of California,
Miss Anne Pinkney, of California.
Lutz Alexander Prager, of Maryland,
Henry Precht, of Virginia.
Robert L. Pugh, of Washington.
Miss Virginia Randolph, of Pennsylvania.
Alexander L. Rattray, of California.
Leo J. Reddy, of Maryland.
Robert G. Richmond, of New Hampshire.
Thomas J. Roesch, of Ohio.
Irving L. Sanders, of Washington.
Richard C. Schenck, of New York,
Carl W. Schmidt, of New Jersey.
Louis Schwartz, Jr., of Illinois,
Richard C. Scissors, of Missouri.
Norman T. Shaft, of Minnesota.
John C. Shea, of Pennsylvania.
Harrison B, Sherwood, of Minnesota.
William T. Shinn, Jr., of Minnesota.
John P. Bifling, of Ohio.
Henry Jacob Silverman, of New Jersey.
Richard J. Smith, of Connecticut.
Robert R. Strand, of Ohio.
Willlam O. Sugg III, of Tennessee.
Peter A. Butherland, of Massachusetts.
Garett Gordon Sweany, of Washington.
Rush W. Taylor, Jr., of Texas.
Elroy Thiel, of Wisconsin.
Charles H. Thomas II, of New Hampshire.
Samuel B. Thomsen, of California.
Ralph G. Thorslund, of Florida.
Thomas M. Tracy, of Massachusetts.
Mrs. Joan L. Ward, of Ohio.
John William Warnock, Jr., of Ohlo.
Keith W. Wheelock, of Maryland.
Theodore 8. Wilkinson III, of the District
of Columbia.
H. L. Dufour Woolfley, of Louisiana.
. Warren Zimmermann, of the District of
Columbia.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 7,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Jack R. Binns, of Washington,

John S. Brims, of New Jersey.

Richard P. Draves, of New York.

Irving Lewis Fuller, Jr., of Virginia.

Marshall J. Jeannero, of Massachusetts.

Allan M. Parrent, of Eentucky.

David E. Zweifel, of Colorado.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 8,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Adrian Anthony Basora, of the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico.

Richard W. Bogosian, of Massachusetts.

John Franklin Campbell, of California.

Daniel H. Clare III, of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia.

Clarke N. Ellis, of California.

Donald C. Ellson, of Indiana.

William A. Garland, of Maryland,

Donald Purse Herr, of Ohio.

Richard Holbrooke, of New York.

Robert Onan Homme, of Minnesota.

Robert G. Houdek, of Illinois.

William A. K. Lake, of Connecticut.

Vladimir Lehovich, of New York.

William Harold Levit, Jr., of California.

David E. Long, of Florida.

Joseph Charles Luman, of Pennsylvania.

George R. Martens, of New York. |

James Richard Matz, of Texas. i

George E. Mercer, of Michigan.

Bradford William Miller, Jr., of New York.

Ronald Peter Myers, of Michigan.

Samuel R. Peale, of New York.

Miss Sarah I. Rowley, of Michigan.

John Todd Stewart, of California,

Michael Acton Taylor, of Indiana.

James W. Wheatley, of Tennessee.

James C., Whitlock, Jr., of North Carolina.
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The following-named Foreign Service Re-
serve officers to be consuls of the United
States of America:

Clarence E. Barbier, of Connecticut.

Thomas G. Charouhas, of California.

Ernest J. Colton, of Virginia.

David I. Hitchcock, Jr., of Connecticut.

William E. MacFarlane, of Virginia.

‘Willlam B, Maillefert, of Connectlicut.

Charles L. Medd, of New York.

Ralph H. Redford, of Utah.

Robert Reynolds, of California.

George Sekel, Jr., of Ohlo.

David W. Smith, of Utah.

Marvin E. Taylor, of South Carolina.

Lewis C. Wendell, Jr,, of New York.

James R, Ward, of Massachusetts, a For-
elgn Service Reserve officer, to be a consul
and a secretary In the diplomsatic service of
the United States of America.

William T. Fowlkes, Jr.,, of Virginia, a
Forelgn Service Reserve officer, to be a vice
consul and a secretary in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America,

The following-named Forelgn Service Re-
serve officers to be vice consuls of the United
Btates of America:

Richard J. Allenbach, of California.

Donald E, Boyd, of Missouri.

Gerd Michael Eisenstadt, of New York.

George W, Ford IT, of Maryland.

Robert E. Goodenough, of Indiana.

Robert F. Grealy, of Massachusetts.

Bill J. Houston, of Iowa.

Woodson K. Johnson, of Virginia.

Francis J. McArdle, of Georgila.

James J. Martin, of Virginia.

Michael T. F. Pistor, of New York.

‘Wayne W. Taylor, of California.

The following-named Forelgn Service Re-
serve officers to be secretarles in the diplo-
matic service of the United States of Amer-
ica:

Henry F. Arnold, of New Jersey.

George L. Coale, Jr., of California.

J. Foster Collins, of Virginia,

Robert N. Crowell, of Nevada.

Alexander B. Daspit, of Louisiana.

John P. Dimmer, Jr., of Maine.

Edward C. Fenimore, of Maryland.

Edward J. Foy, Jr., of Texas,

Conrad E. LaGueux, of Rhode Island.

Mortimer C. Love, of Pennsylvania.

Robert E. McCoy, of Oregon.

John M. Mecklin, of New Hampshire.

Eric Neff, of the District of Columbia.

N. Paul Nellson, of Pennsylvania,

John P. Nevins, of Vermont.

Willlam F. Roy, of Idaho.

Walter S. Snowdon, of New Jersey.

Nicholas G. W. Thorne, of Connecticut.

Charles S. Whitehurst, of Florida.

The following-named Foreign Service staff
officers to be consuls of the United States of
Amerieca.

Jean A, Graffis, of Virginia.

W. John Wilson, of California.

POSTMASTERS

The following-named persons to be
postmasters:

ALABAMA

John W. Green, Jr., Banks, Ala., in place of
D. G. Dorrill, retired.

Edwin E. Crowder, Warrlor, Ala., in place
of E. D. Jolly, retired. ;

CALIFORNIA

Maxine O. McCreary, Alderpoint, Calif., in
place of M. M. Tibbitts, retired.

Yvonne R. Fletcher, Dunnigan, Calif, in
place of D. N. Davis, deceased.

Ward A. Peart, Grimes, Callf., in place of
Irene Beckley, retired.

Richard R. Mason, La Canada, Calif, in
place of H. E. Cooper, retired.

Robert B. Wolley, Palmdale, Calif., in place
of Genevieve Frahm, retired.
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COLORADO
Fredda H. Mizner, Pine, Colo. Office estab-
lished July 22, 1961.
FLORIDA
Ralph M. Miller, Gulf Breeze, Fla., In place
of M. X, Benson, transferred.
Helen M. Holt, Longboat Eey, Fla., in place
of D, L. Willlams, deceased.

IDAHO

Ella E. Johnson, Bovill, Idaho, in place of
E. R. David, retired.

ILLINOIS

Lee Bush, Cambria, Ill., in place of Edmond
Lovel, retired.

Leonard D. Wingo, Eenney, Ill., in place
of Enid Trowbridge, retired.

INDIANA

Orian A. Karns, Coal City, Ind., in place of
‘W. L. Wells, transferred.

Grover G, Phillips, Elnora, Ind., in place of
E. D. Malone, retired.

Joseph A. Jones, Hillsdale, Ind., in place of
L. J. Britton, deceased.

Dale R. Richardson, Monon, Ind., in place
of W. 8. Buss, retired.

Winfred H. Hartman, Monterey, Ind. in
place of C. A, Good, retired.

Gerald J. Minderman, Vincennes, Ind., in
place of J. B. Cogan, deceased.

IOWA

Florence K. Hamilton, Riverside, Iowa, in
place of J. R. Shebek, retired.

KANSAS

Virgil 8. McIntyre, Coldwater, Kans., In
place of J. D. Vance, transferred.
C. Allen Houk, Moran, Eans., in place of
F. M, McAdam, retired.
KENTUCKY

Freda L. Gooch, Kings Mountain, Ky., in
place of W. B. Reynolds, deceased.

Pauline P. Terry, Upton, Ky., in place of
H, B. Burks, retired.

LOUISIANA

Garnet M. Simoneaux, Allemands, La., in
place of E. O. Broussard, retired.
MAINE
Erroll E. Grant, Abbot Village, Maine, in
place of J. P. Morse, deceased.
George A. Haines, Easton, Maine, in place
of M, A, Cahill, retired.

MARYLAND

Richard H. Bates, Branchville, Md., in place
of P, E, Hazard, retired,

Virginia M. Goode, Marbury, Md., in place
of L. 8. Henderson, retired.

MASSACHUSETTS

Samuel A. Vinnitl, Seekonk, Mass., in place
of G. M. Olin, resigned.

MICHIGAN

Joseph M. Dean, Bad Axe, Mich., in place
of H. L. Muchler, retired.

Alvin R. Wiler, Bronson, Mich., in place
of C. C. Hollister, retired,

Mary E. Eurrle, Corunna, Mich., in place
of Wynne Vanderkarr, removed.

Gerald E. Nopola, Covington, Mich., in
place of Alma Hill, resigned.

MINNESOTA

Hugh D. Campbell, Bigfork, Minn,, in place
of F. E. Evensen, retired.

William R. Trebnick, Bovey, Minn., in place
of E, P. Lerohl, retired.

Richard W. Foley, Bruno, Minn., in place
of E. L. Domning, deceased.

Francis M. Wall, Cosmos, Minn., in place
of D. W. Anderson, transferred.

Emil W, Lehman, Dodge Center, Minn., in
place of J. H. Diercks, deceased.

Hardin H. Kindler, Lynd, Minn., in place
of A, H. Roloff, retired.

Lyman C. Irrgang, Nicollet, Minn., in place
of W. H. Gronholz, Jr., transferred.
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Burnett H. Voss, Northfield, Minn,, in place
of C. C. Helbel, retired.
Elayne J. O'Brien, Pemberton, Minn., in
place of G. R. Goodrich, transferred.
MISSISSIPPT
Beryl P. Kaigler, Fernwood, Miss., in place
of T. L. Simpson, retired.
MISSOURT
Howard A. Cates, Noel, Mo., in place of E.
H, Perry, removed.
Calvin F. Schmille, Westboro, Mo., in place
of B. E. Tucker, retired.
MONTANA

Dale Bond, Brockway, Mont., in place of

A. L. Bond, retired.
NEBRASKA

James C. Bryant, Ashland, Nebr., in place
of B. E. Kammerer, retired.

Emanuel Roth, Gering, Nebr., in place of
F. H. Walters, retired.

Elsie A. Baxa, Western, Nebr., in place of
C. 8. Haddix, transferred.

NEW MEXICO

Laudente T. Quintana, Wagon Mound, N.
Mex., in place of H. M. Vigll, transferred.
NEW YORK
Michael Pokitko, Burt, N.Y., in place of
C. W. Rentschler, retired.
Robert L. Steere, Falconer, N.Y., in place of
S. G. Peterson, deceased.
Edward C. Lavery, Geneseo, N.Y., in place
of C. G. Dwyer, retired.
Betty M. Tyrrell, Severance, N.Y., in place
of H. V, Tyrrell, retired.
NORTH CAROLINA
Anne U. Gordon, Browns Summit, N.C,, In
place of M. G. Bishop, retired.
Herbert B. Edgerton, Goldsboro, N.C., In
place of L. P. Gardner, deceased.
John H. Sampson, Pembroke, N.C,, In place
of J. R. Lowry, retired.
Ray V. Garrils, Jr.,, Roaring River, N.C,, in
place of Bessle Caudill, retired.
William A. Lattimore, Shelby, N.C., in place
of R. M. Laughridge, deceased.
Niels Jorgensen, Southport, N.C., in place
of J. B. Russ, removed.
Bruce N. Conyers, Wilson, N.C., in place
of G. T. Fulghum, retired.
NORTH DAKOTA
Harold I. Iverson, S8awyer N. Dak,, in place
of M. M. Sillman, retired.
OHIO
Willlam L. Friece, New Holland, Ohio, in
place of C. W. Briggs, deceased.
OKLAHOMA
Freddie C. Mittelstet, Aline, Okla., in place
of G. E. Gilmore, retired.
Evelyn D. Hutchison, Choctaw, Okla., in
place of G. M. Cunningham, retired.
Ethel F. S8myth, Okemah, Okla., in place of
J. W. Bmyth, deceased.
E. Taylor Lain, Ponca City, Okla., in place
of J. G. Maddox, retired.
William J. Foley, Pondcreek, Okla., in place
of E. M, Light, deceased.
OREGON
Lawrence J. Armbrust, Oreswell, Ore, In
Pplace of W. W. Lower, retired.
Ray E. Shaw, Junction City, Ore., in place
of I. R. Howard, retired.
PENNSYLVANIA
Charles H. Heffner, Arendtsville, Pa. in
place of W. A. Raffensperger, retired.
Charles H. Gough, Ashland, Pa,, in place
of H. J. Betz, deceased.
Harry D. Hess, Bangor, Pa., in place of A.
R. Cramer, retired.
Jack A. Lanager, Clearfield, Pa, in place
of A. R. Hinkle, retired.
Derry A, Miller, Clearville, Pa., in place of
Marshall Troutman, retired.
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- E. Eugene Gemill, Dallastown, Pa., in place
of C. V. B. Daugherty, resigned.

Ruth M. Rosencrance, Greeley, Pa., in place
of E. L. Rosencrance, resigned.

Margaret J. Knight, Industry, Pa., in place
of A. W. Ewing, retired.

Merle C. Bamat, Lanse, Pa. in place of
Adolph Johnson, retired.

Horace F. Vasellas, Red Lion, Pa. in place
of C. F. McGuigan, resigned.

Agnes K, Timko, Windber, Pa., in place of
C. W. Baumgardner, deceased.

SOUTH DAKOTA

Clarence O. Opsahl, Pierpont, S. Dak, in
place of O. R. Otis, retired.
TENNESSEE
Robert F., Sexton, Dover, Tenn., in place
of G. W. Sexton, resigned.
Edward A. Marrs, Loudon, Tenn., in place
of J. W. Simpson, retired.
TEXAS
Harbert 8. Byers, Celeste, Tex., in place of
8. M, Compton, retired.
Ernest L. Davis, Dimmitt, Tex., in place of
T, F. Bice, retired.
J. Hayes Johnson, Jr., Mount Pleasant,
Tex., in place of A. B. Gilpin, deceased.
Spencer C. Beavers, Jr., Muleshoe, Tex., in
place of A. J. Gardner, transferred.
Floyd R. Fuqua, Paradise, Tex,, in place of
J. J. Barnett, retired.
Norma G. Skinner, Port Aransas, Tex., in
place of E. C. Dallas, deceased.
George W. Finch, San Benito, Tex., in place
of A, M. Bowie, retired.
Venita F. Jobe, Saragosa, Tex,, in place of
‘Wynn Hamilton, retired.
Marvin G. Handrick, Thorndale, Tex., in
place of F. H. Pearce, Sr., deceased.
VERMONT
Catherine M. Dailey, Hartford, Vt., in place
of M. A. Dailey, retired.
VIRGINIA
Alma L, Nethers, Amissville, Va., in place
of E. C. Cooksey, retired.
Glenn T, Litton, Dante, Va., in place of
R. 8. Griffith, Jr., resigned.
Larry S. Powell, Stanardsville, Va., in place
of E. L. Southard, retired.
WASHINGTON
EKenneth D. Crofoot, Riverside, Wash., in
place of A. J. Dickinson, retired.
WEST VIRGINIA
Margaret F. Hawks, Page, W. Va,, in place
of V. T. Bailey, resigned.
WYOMING
Orville E. Haney, Frannie, Wyo., in place of
Warren Clark, deceased.

SENATE
WEDNESDAY, AuGusT 22, 1962

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m,,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

Rabbi Morris Pickholz, Congregation
B'nai Jeshurum Ahavas Chesed, Phila-
delphia, Pa., offered the following
prayer: :

O Lord, Thou who created this world
out of chaos, established law and order
in the heavenly bodies, and granted man
the ability to continue Thy work by
creating law and order in human af-
fairs.

Our Founding Fathers who fashioned
this august body did so in the noblest
tradition of creation. Theirs was the
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vision that enabled this body to keep our
country true to the principles of justice
and morality.

Endow, therefore, we pray Thee, Thy
servants who minister here, with wisdom
and understanding, so that our great
land may continue to enjoy the fruits of
their labors.

Living in an era fraught with danger
and possessing the destructive force to
return this world to chaos, we realize,
more than ever, how dependent we are
upon Thee.

Inspire in those who serve here
courage and dedication, so that their
counsel and deeds will bring only peace
and happiness to us. May our country
always remain a beacon of strength and
hope to all the nations of the world.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. HuMPHREY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
August 21, 1962, was dispensed with.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB-
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of August 21, 1962,

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported additional
amendments of the Committee on the
Judiciary to the bill (S. 1552) to amend
and supplement the antitrust laws with
respect to the manufacture and distribu-
tion of drugs, and for other purposes, and
submitted a report thereon (pt. 2 of
Rept. No. 1744), which was printed.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on August 20, 1962, the President
had approved and signed the following
acts:

5.1174. An act for the relief of Dr. Ewan
Ho Lee;

S.2135. An act to authorize the Securities
and Exchange Commission to delegate cer-
tain functions;

S.2455. An act for the rellef of Mrs. Eliza-
beth Lovic; and

S.2675. An act for the relief of Yiannoula
Vasiliou Tsambiras.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting the nomi-
nation of Tom Killefer, of Virginia, to
be Executive Director of the Inter-
American Development Bank, which was
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

On reguest of Mr. HUMPHREY, and by
unanimous consent, statements during
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the morning hour were ordered limited
to 3 minutes.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the per-
manent Subcommittee on Investigations,
of the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, be permitted to sit during the
session of the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

OBJECTION BY SENATOR MORSE
TO MEETING OF FOREIGN RELA-
TIONS COMMITTEE DURING SEN-
ATE SESSION—OBJECTION TO
CERTAIN BILLS FAVORED BY
STATE DEPARTMENT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
not yet heard any request that the For-
eign Relations Committee has permis-
sion to meet while the Senate is in ses-
sion; but I wish to register an objection,
in case such a request is made.

I have just come from the Foreign
Relations Committee, where I have lis-
tened to representatives of the State De-
partment again try to rationalize a se-
ries of bills involving dipping into the
funds of the taxpayers of the Nation to
the extent of a good many thousands of
dollars, in the dying days of this session
of Congress. I wish to make very clear
to my colleagues on that committee that
1 shall oppose those bills unless the State
Department files with the committee
adequate memorandums in justification
of the bills—something the State Depart-
ment has not done thus far. Yester-
day afternoon, I so notified the Secre-
tary of State.

I do not propose to be guilty of voting
in the closing days of this session to be
in favor of the continued waste of thou-
sands of dollars abroad just because the
State Department seems to think the
Treasury of the United States is a bot-
tomless pit.

I warn the Senate that the time has
come to put the brakes on the State De-
partment in connection with its propos-
als to slip these bills through the Con-
gress, in the closing days of this session,
without adequate debate on them in the
committee,

Furthermore, I object to having the
Foreign Relations Committee bring to
the floor of the Senate any bill which
has not been debated in executive ses-
sion in that committee; and I object to
having the Foreign Relations Committee
send to the floor of the Senate any bill
under a polling system, when members
of the committee know that I have stren-
uous objections—and I am not alone in
that respect in the committee—to these
State Department bills. We request our
minority rights, at least, if any are left
in the Senate, to debate and discuss
these bills in executive session in the
Foreign Relations Committee, and not
have them handled by a polling process,
which denies protection of minority
rights here in the Senate.
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